
 
 

B-1 
 

Appendix B – Peer Review 

Background 
 
In response to a letter [Ref. 1] from the Chairman of the Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards 
(ACRS), the Executive Director for Operations (EDO) at the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
(NRC) identified [Ref. 2] a need for conducting formal peer review of the developed technical basis for 
potential revision to PTS screening criteria in the PTS Rule (10 CFR 50.61). 
 
Based on this mandate from the EDO, the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research (RES) developed a 
scope of work and solicited a panel of experts to perform independent review of the developed technical 
basis.  Peer review was carried out based on this work scope.  Peer reviewers were selected for their 
expertise in each of the three key subject areas, namely probabilistic risk assessment (PRA) and human 
reliability analysis (HRA), thermal-hydraulics (TH) analysis and experimental validation, and 
probabilistic fracture mechanics (PFM) analysis and experimental validation.   
 
Each peer reviewer was asked to provide their individual comments on the entire PTS technical basis 
without developing a consensus on a unified set of comments, so as to satisfy the requirements that this 
peer review panel is not a Federal Advisory Committee. 
 
The following paragraphs address the objective and scope of peer review, peer review panel members and 
their fields of expertise, references, peer review comments, and RES responses to the peer review 
comments. 
 
Objective 
 
The objective of the peer review was to perform a review to assess the adequacy and reasonableness of 
the developed technical basis (as detailed by the draft PTS NUREG report and other supporting 
documents) to support a potential revision of the PTS Rule (10 CFR 50.61). 
 
Scope 
 
The scope of the peer review involved the following: 

• Review the developed methodology, technical approach, data and results in the technical basis. 

• Provide comments on the adequacy and reasonableness of the methodology used and the results 
obtained.  This will involve assessing that the developed models, data and concepts are sufficient for 
their intended use.  While we are not expecting the review panel to run the developed computer 
codes, the review panel may at their discretion perform calculations to check the validity of the 
results.  Before undertaking such computations, any additional resources and level of effort (beyond 
what is authorized here) have to be requested in the form of a revision to the statement of work.  

• The review process will compare the major elements of the PTS methodology against the desired 
characteristics and attributes that are elaborated in a PRA standard (e.g., ASME PRA Standard RA-S-
2002 [Ref. 3]).  The peer review will identify both strengths and weaknesses in the PTS 
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methodology.  Key assumptions are to be reviewed to determine if they are appropriate, and if they 
have a significant impact on the results.  

 
Members of the Peer Review Panel 
• Dr. Ivan Catton:  Professor at the University of California, Los Angeles, California.  Prof. Catton is 

an internationally recognized expert in thermal-hydraulics, and has served as a member of the ACRS 
for the NRC. 

• Dr. David Johnson:  Vice President of ABS Consulting Inc., Irvine, California.  Dr. Johnson is an 
internationally recognized expert in PRA.  He is involved in major risk studies and in the use of those 
studies to support decision-making. 

• Dr. Thomas E. Murley:  The chair of this peer review panel is a former Director of the NRC’s 
Office of Nuclear Reactor Regulation (NRR).  Dr. Murley played a key role in regulating the 
operation of nuclear power plants for many years in comprehensive, high-level, broad-scope 
management of programs on water-cooled nuclear reactor power plants’ safety and risk assessments. 

• Dr. Upendra Rohatgi:  Researcher at the U.S. Department of Energy’s Brookhaven National 
Laboratory, Upton, NY.  Dr. Rohatgi has been extensively involved in the development of thermal-
hydraulic computer codes development for nuclear power plant applications.  In the mid-1980’s he 
reviewed the thermal-hydraulic analyses performed for two of the plants analyzed during the 
development of the current version of the PTS Rule.   

• Mr. Helmut Schulz:  Head of Department of Structural integrity of Components at GRS 
(Gesellschaft fuer Anlagen-und Reaktorsicherheit), Cologne, Germany.  Mr. Schulz has been 
involved as a senior manager directing the development of PFM methodologies and managing 
various international cooperative research projects concerning fracture mechanics under the auspices 
of the CSNI (Committee on Safety of Nuclear Installations) and the Nuclear Energy Agency (NEA) 
of Organization for Economic and Development (OECD) in Europe. 

• Dr. Eric vanWalle:  Head of the Reactor Materials Research Department, Belgian Nuclear Research 
Center (SCK-CEN), Mol, Belgium.  Dr. vanWalle is extensively involved in irradiation 
embrittlement characterization of RPV materials, and in various International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA) and OECD/NEA cooperative research projects in fracture mechanics related to ensuring the 
structural integrity of nuclear power plants. 

 
Peer Review Meetings 
 
Three meetings were held with the peer reviewers to provide face-to-face direct interactions with the 
investigators in the each of the key subject areas.  The industry observers were invited to attend these 
meetings.  The first meeting (public) was held during November 17 through 19, 2003, in which the 
developed methodology was discussed and potentials shortcomings in specific areas were pointed out.  
The second meeting focused on TH methodology and uncertainty evaluation was held on April 26-27, 
2004.  The TH methodology review meeting involved the two TH reviewers and the chair of the review 
panel.  In the third review meeting (public), held during May 10-11, 2004, the results obtained using the 
developed methodologies were discussed, and plans for completion of the remaining analyses were 
presented.  Following the May 2004 peer review meeting, a few additional refinements in the 
methodology were completed and their effect on the results were assessed.  
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Process for Obtaining and Addressing Review Comments 
 
Prior to the first peer review meeting detailed information about the developed methodology was 
provided to the review panel.  During December 2003 through February 2004, each of the peer reviewers 
provided written comments on their subject areas of specialization and also on the overall methodology.  
These comments and staff response are provided following this page, as comments numbered 1 through 
76 (inclusive).  These responses were provided to the peer reviewers along with all of the reports detailed 
in Figure 4.1 that appears in the main body of this report.  Following their review of these reports (in 
general) and the staff’s response to their comments (in specific) each of the reviewers provided a letter.  
These letters appear at the end of this Appendix, along with staff responses (where appropriate). 
 
References 
 
1. Mario V. Bonaca, Chairman, Advisory Committee on Reactor Safeguards (ACRS), U.S. Nuclear 

Regulatory Commission, “Pressurized Thermal Shock (PTS) Reevaluation Project: Technical Bases 
for Potential Revision to PTS Screening Criteria,” February 21, 2003. 

2. William D. Travers, Executive Director for Operations,   U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 
“Pressurized Thermal Shock (PTS) Reevaluation Project: Technical Bases for Potential Revision to 
PTS Screening Criteria,” March 28, 2003. 

3. “ASME Standard RA-S-2002, “Standard for Probabilistic Risk Assessment for Nuclear Power Plant 
Applications,” An American National Standard, The American Society of Mechanical Engineers, 
April 5, 2002.” 

 
Peer Review Comments and Staff Responses 
 
The remainder of this appendix lists each written comment received from the peer reviewers, along with 
the related staff responses, or provides references to specific reports where the responses can be found. 
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The following pages provide the staff’s responses 
to comments made by the reviewers following 

meetings held in December 2003 and February 2004. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #1 

 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by:  MEB 
 
Comment: It appears that the NRC staff is intending to keep the current form of 10 CFR 

50.61, which sets minimum fracture toughness requirements on PWR pressure 
vessels by means of screening limits on the surrogate parameter RTNDT. Any 
difficulties in implementing the rule would only arise if the screening criteria 
were approached and the plant’s licensee was not able to demonstrate that 
practicable flux reduction programs would prevent RTPTS from exceeding the 
screening criteria at the end of life of the reactor.  In such an event the licensee 
would be required to carry out a detailed PTS risk analysis.  Alternatively, the 
licensee could choose to thermally anneal the vessel under the requirements of 
10 CFR 50.61.  If this form of the PTS Rule is maintained, clearly the NRC must 
issue revised detailed guidance on how a licensee’s PTS risk analysis is to be 
carried out. 

 
Staff Response: These issues will be addressed in rulemaking.  Answers to this question cannot 

be provided until the actual rule is structured by NRR.  Any response prior to that 
time would be premature.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #2 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by:  PRAB 
 
Comment: There is no discussion of events like the 1978 Rancho Seco overcooling event, 

where the vessel was cooled from 582°F to 285°F in slightly over 1 hour, while 
reactor pressure was about 2000 psi.  A control system error reduced main 
feedwater flow, causing the reactor to trip on high pressure.  The auxiliary 
feedwater started and the resultant primary system cooldown and pressure drop 
actuated the high-pressure injection pumps and all auxiliary feedwater pumps.  
Because their instruments had failed, the operators maintained HPI and aux feed 
for one hour.  While the proximate cause of this event has been corrected, there 
may well be similar events that should be considered. 

 
 Given that the event did actually happen, and that analyses of that era indicated it 

was a major safety concern, what’s changed so radically since then that we now 
think such events are not a safety concern, and that mainly primary system breaks 
cause the large majority of PTS risk?   

 
Staff Response: Short Event Description: A shorted direct current (DC) power supply caused 

loss of power to the plant’s non-nuclear instrumentation (NNI), which caused the 
loss of most control room instrumentation and the generation of erroneous 
signals to the plant’s integrated control system (ICS). The ICS reduced main 
feedwater (MFW), causing the reactor to trip on high pressure. The cooldown 
was initiated when feedwater was readmitted to one steam generator (SG) by the 
ICS; auxiliary feedwater (AFW) was restored. The cooldown caused system 
pressure to drop to the setpoint (1600 psig) for safety features actuation, which 
started the high-pressure injection (HPI) pumps and AFW to both SGs. HPI flow 
restored pressure to 2000 psig. With control room instrumentation either 
unavailable or suspect for 1 hour and 10 minutes (until NNI power was restored), 
operators continued AFW and MFW to the SGs, while maintaining reactor 
coolant system (RCS) pressure with the HPI pumps. Analyses of the event (by 
NRC/RES) indicated that, had the event happened later in the plant’s life, and if a 
1-in. flaw had existed in the vessel, the vessel would have failed. 

 
Since that event (and its analysis), several things have changed that tend to 
reduce the perceived importance of the event:  

• modifications to the ICS (allowing it to more effectively deal with similar 
occurrences) 

• redesign of the control room instrumentation to provide operators with more 
reliable level indication (allowing them to more appropriately respond to the 
event) 

• improved operator training and procedures to deal with potential overcooling 
scenarios (allowing them to better recognize and respond to similar events 
and thereby affecting human error probability estimates) 
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• Fracture mechanics calculations can now be based on current knowledge of 
thermal-hydraulic (TH) conditions, materials composition, flaw density, and 
flaw propagation.  These improvements allow a more realistic estimation of 
the probability that such an event could result in a through-wall-crack. 

 
Each of the above contributes to the reduction in importance of events similar to 
the Rancho Seco event.  This does not imply that such an event is impossible, 
just that its perceived importance has been reduced. For example, as part of the 
human reliability analysis (HRA) performed for Oconee, Beaver Valley, and 
Palisades, the distributions associated with “operator fails to control feedwater” 
(MFW or AFW) were derived considering how lack of level indication (or false 
level indication) might affect the operator’s response. For many situations, this 
enhanced HRA resulted in substantial “credit” for operator response (when all 
factors were considered), thereby reducing the importance of such events. These 
lower operator failure probabilities, in conjunction with the other three items, 
tend to reduce the importance of events involving SG overcooling. In addition, 
the current integrated probabilistic risk assessment PRA/HRA, TH, and fracture 
mechanics calculations indicate that events involving primary system breaks are 
important. From a PRA/HRA perspective, there is very little the operators can do 
to “minimize” the cooldown associated with primary breaks involving medium 
and large break loss-of-coolant accidents since primary injection is required to 
prevent core damage. For those primary breaks involving stuck-open valves that 
suddenly reclose, typically the operators have very little time to perform actions 
that will minimize the rapid increase in pressure. This limited time translates to 
minimum “credit” for controlling pressure; thus, the increased importance of 
such events. All of these factors in combination tend to reduce the importance of 
SG overfeeds and increase the importance of primary system breaks. 
 
Although the exact “Rancho Seco” event was not analyzed as part of the present 
PTS  project, similar sequences were analyzed for Oconee (a B&W plant and, 
thus, the plant most similar to Rancho Seco).  The Oconee sequences that were 
most similar to the Rancho Seco (RC) event involved the following: 

(1) a reactor/turbine trip 

(2) one or two stuck-open relief valves on one or two steam generators 
(possibly a little worse than the RC event) 

(3) MFW and AFW continuing to provide water to the steam generators 

(4) high-pressure injection such that primary pressure reaches the pressurizer 
safety relief set point (again possibly a little worse than the RC event) 

 
Recent estimates of the conditional probability of failure (CPF) estimated using 
FAVOR (the probabilistic fracture mechanics code  currently being used by the 
staff and its contractors) indicates that the CPFs for those bins were zero for all 
of the above events, even for the Oconee RPV artificially assumed to have been 
embrittled to the equivalent of 1000 EFPY of operation.  
 
Thus, there are the initial reasons given first (above) to argue that the Rancho 
Seco event would not be likely, given the changes in plant design and operation 
that have occurred since the RS event occurred. Moreover, even if it an event 
similar to Rancho Seco were to occur, today’s fracture mechanics calculations 
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indicate that it would not fail the vessel, even for conditions of embrittlement that 
are not considered likely to occur within 60 years of operation. 



 
 

B-9 
 

Reply to Reviewer Comment #3 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: I believe the dominant contributor to TWCF for external events, a small LOCA 

caused by a seismic event, warrants a more realistic analysis to judge the 
conservatism, if any, in the presumed bounding TWCF estimate of 3E-8 per year. 

 
Staff Response: Section 9.4 of this document provides more backup and clearer tables on the 

small LOCA analysis, including consideration of a seismically induced LOCA.  
The main fact is that the external event analyses are done conservatively, for the 
reasons noted in Chapter 9 of NUREG-1806. Given that those results are 
conservative, the conclusion is that the total PTS TWCF can be approximated 
using only the internal event results.  The amount of conservatism introduced 
into the overall process by this analysis is acceptable (i.e., it doesn’t change the 
final result to such an extent that relaxation of the PTS Rule cannot be 
considered).  For that reason, and because further external events analyses would 
have to be detailed and plant-specific (i.e., time consuming and expensive), the 
staff has not made such analyses. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #4 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: This PTS reevaluation did not consider event sequences involving external 

flooding of the reactor pressure vessel cavity, which would overcool the outside 
vessel wall and which occurred at Indian Point several years ago.  

 

Staff Response: A review of the Indian Point 2 evaluation of the reactor cavity flooding event 
identifies that there is a much lower risk associated with the external cooling of 
the reactor vessel versus the events that have been evaluated as part of this 
project.  For example, as water moved up toward the Indian Point RV, it would 
contact the insulation first.  As the water contacts the area between the vessel and 
insulation, the hot air would flash the water to steam.  The steam would be at 
212°F.  At equilibrium, an estimated temperature drop of 50°F between the steam 
blanket and the vessel surface would exist, which would leave the vessel outside 
surface temperature at an estimated 262°F.  This warm temperature along with 
the fact that the material on the outside of the vessel wall is much less embrittled 
considerably reduces the risk of a transient producing a through-wall crack in the 
vessel.  Additionally, this information indicates that external cooling produces a 
transient that, at worst, is only as severe as a main steam line break.  The results 
presented in Chapter 8 of this report show MSLB transients to be much less 
severe than any primary side transient. 

 Considering all of these factors the risk of through-wall cracking initiated by 
external cooling of the vessel is believed to be sufficiently small that it can be 
appropriately ignored in this study. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #5 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 

Comment: It seems to me that the state of the art of thermal-hydraulics (TH) represented in 
this PTS analysis has not advanced much since the early 1980s.   

Staff Response: The capability to analyze PTS scenarios has undergone a revolutionary change 
since the first PTS study.  The 1980s study was greatly limited by the ability to 
analyze different scenarios.  Enormous advances in analysis tools (automated 
processes and plotting and data extraction routines) also have occurred.  These 
tools lead to more comprehensive analyses, extensive use of sensitivity studies, 
better communication and sharing of data, and more effective reporting of 
results.  Computing efficiency has increased by orders of magnitude due to 
increased speed and reduced cost.   

 
The RELAP5 code has been improved as well.  The first PTS study was 
performed during the early 1980’s.  In this study, RELAP5 thermal-hydraulic 
calculations were performed for the Oconee Unit 1 plant and for the H. B. 
Robinson Unit 2 plant. The Oconee calculations were performed with 
RELAP5/MOD1.5 (circa 1982) and the H. B. Robinson calculations were 
performed with RELAP5/MOD1.6 (circa 1984).  The results of these calculations 
were documented in a series of NUREG/CR reports, including NUREG/CR-3761 
and NUREG/CR-3977 for the Oconee plant and NUREG/CR-3935 for the H. B. 
Robinson plant.  
 
The RELAP5 calculations performed for the PTS Reevaluation Project are being 
performed using RELAP5/MOD3.2.2Gamma, which was released in 1999.  The 
changes in the RELAP5 code over the intervening 20-year period between the 
PTS studies have been extensive.  These changes include a revised treatment of 
non-equilibrium behavior models, including wall heat transfer models and also 
coupling of the wall heat transfer and vapor generation models.  Interphase 
frictions models were revised, including incorporation of a new interphase drag 
model for the vertical bubbly and slug flow regimes. A general cross-flow 
modeling capability was installed, allowing cross-flow connections to be made 
between most types of components and among the cell faces on those 
components.   
 
Other changes were implemented as a result of the code assessments related to 
the RELAP5 analysis for AP600.  The Henry-Fauske critical flow model was 
added to the code, providing a standard-reference critical flow model upon which 
code calculations are based.  Changes were made in code numerics that greatly 
reduced recirculation flows within model regions nodalized with a 
multidimensional approach.  A mechanistic interphase heat transfer model was 
implemented that includes the effects of noncondensible gases; this change 
greatly improved the simulation of condensation, preventing erratic behavior and 
code execution failures.  This change is particularly important for situations 
where the plant accumulators empty and nitrogen is discharged into the reactor 
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coolant system (a situation that typically led to code execution failure at the time 
of the first PTS study). 
 
For PTS Reevaluation Project analysis, no major changes were made from the 
RELAP5 plant input modeling approach used in the prior PTS study.  With only 
a few exceptions, the plant input models use the same nodalization schemes as 
before.  Those nodalization schemes reflect plant modeling recommendations and 
guidance for the general modeling of plant transients, which evolved over years 
of RELAP4 and RELAP5 experimental assessments and plant applications 
preceding the first PTS study.  However, capabilities in 
RELAP5/MOD3.2.2Gamma are utilized including renodalization of the reactor 
vessel downcomer (using the general cross-flow modeling capability), 
conversion of the vessel/hot and cold leg connections and the hot 
leg-to-pressurizer surge line connection to the cross-flow format, and addition of 
junction hydraulic diameter input data as required by the conversion of the code 
to junction-based interphase drag. 
 
Current computer calculation speeds and data storage capabilities are at levels 
unimagined at the time of the prior PTS study, allowing the number of transients 
that can be reasonably evaluated directly using RELAP5 to be expanded by more 
than an order of magnitude.  In the prior PTS study, budget and schedule 
considerations limited the number of transients evaluated per plant to about 10 to 
15.  The number of transients used to characterize the risk of vessel failure in the 
current PTS Reevaluation Project is over 500. 
 

Comment: The PTS PIRT (phenomena identification and ranking table) considers mostly 
system parameters, like flows and pressures, but little analysis of conditions in 
the downcomer  

Staff Response: Several items are included that focus on the downcomer.  First, the PIRT 
includes jet behavior, flow distribution and mixing in cold leg.  This includes 
several related phenomena under the heading of fluid-fluid thermal mixing.  It 
includes the mixing in the ECC injection line before the flow reaches the cold 
leg, mixing of the ECC jet where it enters the cold leg, stratification in the cold 
leg, mixing of the stratified flow within the cold leg as it moves towards the 
vessel, and backflow of ECC liquid from the upper downcomer towards the RCP 
and loop seal.   
 
Second, the PIRT also includes jet behavior, flow distribution and mixing in the 
downcomer.  This comprises several closely related processes under the heading 
of fluid-fluid thermal mixing.  It includes a number of flow and mixing 
phenomena such as whether the fluid stream tends to hug the core barrel or vessel 
wall, mixing as the flow enters the downcomer from the cold leg and turns from 
horizontal to vertical, and plume decay.  
 
Third, the PIRT considers convective heat transfer in the downcomer.  The 
experimental data base was reviewed with data identified from UPTF, APEX, 
and Creare with which the modeling of downcomer flows and heat transfer were 
assessed in RELAP. 
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Fourth, it included in-vessel buoyancy driven natural circulation flows through 
the upper plenum-upper downcomer bypass, and B&W vent valves, level 
formation in the downcomer, and condensation in the cold leg during ECC 
injection.  Other aspects of downcomer conditions are mainly determined by 
system parameters and how they determine the RCS pressure and energy 
distribution within the RCS.  
 

Comment: I did not see any comparisons of calculations with measured vessel wall 
temperatures.   

Staff Response: As a result of peer review comments, these comparisons were carried out more 
recently.  Data were identified from UPTF, APEX, and Creare with which 
RELAP5 was compared (NUREG-1809).  Integrated assessment was performed 
comparing RELAP5 predictions of flows and wall-to-fluid heat transfer.  The 
assessment showed that RELAP5 was realistic or conservative with respect to the 
experimental data.  No nonconservatisms were identified.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #6 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: The report states that “downcomer heat transfer coefficient variation has little 

contribution to PTS risk uncertainty”.  This may be because the uncertainty 
analysis only considered variations of ±30% from nominal values.  What is the 
basis for that limitation?  What is the effect on TWCF of larger uncertainties in 
heat transfer coefficients?  

 

Staff Response: Since the April 2004 draft of this report on which Dr. Murley commented, 
additional work was performed addressing convective heat transfer.  This work is 
reported in NUREG-1809 (see Chapter 5 and Appendices E through H or this 
document.  This work shows that the effect of uncertainty in hdc(t) is similar to 
the uncertainty in temperature because these two parameters are part of one and 
the same question: that being the impact of the uncertainty on q”, which is 
defined as follows:  

  q”dc(t) =  hdc (Tw - Tf) 

 

 Comparisons of RELAP5 with integral experimental data from UPTF and 
APEX-CE under conditions of loop flow stagnation show that RELAP’s 
prediction of hdc(t) is realistic or conservative; no nonconservatisms were 
identified.  Here, the word “realistic” is used to mean that the value hdc(t) are 
within ≈20% of measured values.  On this basis variations of hdc(t) above ±30% 
cannot be viewed as credible, so there is no relevance in assessing the effect of 
such variations on TWCF 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #7 

 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: The RELAP 5 calculated flow in the 2 X 4 plants is not predicted realistically.  

The flow is sometimes negative in one cold leg, while positive in the other cold 
leg.  Similarly, in the Palisades simulation recirculation flow was seen in the 
axial direction in parallel downcomer flow channels.  Are these calculational 
anomalies understood?  The use of artificial check valves in the calculational 
models is troubling to me. 

 

Staff Response: Under conditions of loop flow stagnation, the pressure driving forces and 
buoyancy driving forces for flow are small. Such conditions do not exist 
universally for all calculations, but rather, appear only in certain circumstances.  
Numerical solutions to the momentum equation can be unstable.  The frictional 
and form loss resistances to flow are also small.  In a systems code, turbulent 
viscous dissipation is not, and cannot be, represented.  This was a point of 
emphasis at the start of the AP600 design certification review in 1990.   

The cause of the numerical flows is basically understood.  The numerical initiator 
indicated that flow first begins due to round-off errors (in the last digitally-stored 
significant digits) in the pressure solutions at the ends of the identical pipes.  The 
numerical initiator is therefore judged to be unavoidable when using a digital 
thermal-hydraulic systems code.  In a 2 x 4 arrangement, two cold legs connect to 
the same volume at either end, and are therefore identical.  A high resistance in 
the negative flow direction (vessel towards steam generator) was used in the RCP 
to provide damping to the solution to avoid numerical flows.  This avoids mixing 
that would otherwise occur, and causes downcomer temperatures to be colder.  
Therefore, this numerical effect imposes a conservative bias in the results.  More 
information on RELAP5 numerical issues, and on the appropriateness of our 
approach, can be found in Section 6.3.2 of this report and in Appendix C 
to NUREG-1809.  
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #8 

 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: In something as complex as a PFM calculation it is necessary to compare 

calculations with as broad a range of experimental data as practical.  For this 
reason, it is important to complete the Validation and Verification report on the 
FAVOR code well before the peer review panel’s final meeting in April.  
Similarly, the report on PFM sensitivity studies scheduled for March 2004 will 
be important for panel review. 

 
Staff Response: FAVOR verification and validation (V&V) involves assuring that the software 

meets the requirements stated in the FAVOR theory manual.  A report detailing 
FAVOR code V&V is available [Malik].  However, it should be noted that this 
report does not concern comparison with experimental data.  Experimental data is 
addressed by [EricksonKirk-PFM].  Additionally, in Appendix A to 
[EricksonKirk-PFM], we predict the outcome of scaled PTS experiments 
conducted on scaled pressure vessels. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #9 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: Much less study of the consequences of RPV failure accidents has been done 

than is the case for core damage accidents resulting from undercooling or ATWS 
events.  As a result the question arises whether vessel failure accidents could lead 
to especially large early release scenarios.  In particular the ACRS has raised the 
issue of potential Large Early Release Frequency (LERF) source terms from air 
oxidation of fuel in some of the most severe  (and unlikely ) RPV failure 
scenarios. I do not think it would be a wise use of resources to mount a 
substantial research effort to try to answer all the questions surrounding air 
oxidation source terms.  Perhaps a modest expert elicitation task might produce a 
consensus on bounding consequences of such scenarios.  In any event this PTS 
project is not the place to revise the Commission’s policy on LERF guideline.   

 
Staff Response: This was discussed at the PTS peer review group meeting on May 10–12, 2004.  

The NRC staff agrees with Dr. Murley that the PTS project is not the best place 
to establish the Commission’s policy regarding LERF. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #10 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: The staff makes a reasonable case that the conditional probability of a large early 

release of radioactivity, given a PTS-induced RPV failure, is small (less that 0.1) 
to extremely small (much less than 0.01).  Based on their largely qualitative 
analyses, the staff suggests an acceptance criterion of TWCF = 10-6/ry or less.  I 
expect that the NRC staff will address this issue in the planned Engineering 
Summary Report and Executive Summary Report scheduled for April.  I plan to 
comment further on this issue in my final report after further review.   

 
Staff Response: The staff discusses this subject in Chapter 10 of this report.  The TWCF of 

10-6/ry was developed using current NRC guidance for LERF in RG 1.174.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #11 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: MEB & NRR 
 
Comment: What are the regulatory requirements for a plant that has suffered a severe 

overcooling event where the vessel did not have a thru-wall crack and no 
outward sign of damage but may have suffered a crack initiation that 
subsequently arrested in the vessel wall? 

 
Staff Response: As this question addresses current regulatory requirements members of NRR 

staff prepared a response that can be found in the NRC’s Agencywide 
Documents Access and Management System (ADAMS), under Accession 
#ML41700384.  The staff’s response included the following information.  

 
An overcooling event would violate the facility pressure-temperature limits by 
amounts dependent on the specific event.  The facility’s technical specifications 
will identify the specific actions the licensee is required to take in the event of a 
violation of these limits.  From the standard technical specifications (and we 
expect that all plants would have similar provisions in their technical 
specifications), licensees are required to restore their pressure and temperature to 
within established limits within 30 minutes, and determine if the reactor coolant 
system is acceptable for continued operation within 72 hours.  In addition, such a 
violation would invoke the reporting requirements given in 10 CFR 50.72 and/or 
10 CFR 50.73, which would ensure that the NRC would be notified of the event.  
While obtaining information to respond to your question, the staff has discovered 
that the technical specifications for one of the plants that shows high PTS 
sensitivity do not have the latter provision.  The Office of Nuclear Reactor 
Regulation (NRR) will discuss with this licensee the inconsistency between their 
custom technical specifications and the standard technical specifications and seek 
to resolve the inconsistency.   

 
Given the occurrence of any overcooling event that violates facility operating 
limits, an evaluation for continued operation must verify that the reactor coolant 
pressure boundary integrity remains acceptable and must be completed if 
continued operation is desired.  Several methods may be used, including 
comparison with pre-analyzed transients in the stress analyses, new analyses, or 
inspection of the components.  The American Society of Mechanical Engineers 
(ASME) Code Section XI, Appendix E, “Evaluation of Unanticipated Operating 
Events,” may be used to support the evaluation.  If the acceptance criteria given 
in Appendix E are satisfied, the staff would conclude that the facility is unlikely 
to have suffered a crack initiation-arrest event during the observed severe 
overcooling transient (i.e., the pre-existing flaw population would be unaffected 
by the event) and that continued operation of the facility is acceptable.  If the 
analysis specified in this appendix does not justify continued operation, then the 
appendix states that additional analyses or other actions shall be taken to assure 
that acceptable margins of safety will be maintained.  It is likely that the other 
actions would involve an inspection of relevant portions of the RPV. 
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Based on past experience with a licensee who experienced a modest overcooling 
event that exceeded the facility’s pressure-temperature limit curve, it is likely that 
a licensee would evaluate the structural integrity of any identified flaws in 
accordance with ASME Section XI, Appendix A, “Analysis of Flaws,” to 
determine whether the flaw(s) could have grown during the overcooling 
transient.  Although such an analysis would not be required by NRC regulations, 
the NRC would review this information in the context of the licensee’s 
determination that the RPV was acceptable to return to service. 

 
Severe overcooling events are, based on facility operating experience, infrequent 
events.  Given that a severe overcooling event is the result of an unanticipated 
plant condition, 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix B, would require that the root cause 
of the event be evaluated and action be taken to mitigate the potential for a 
second severe overcooling event due to the same root cause.  Once this known 
susceptibility is addressed, the affected facility is as unlikely as any other 
similarly designed facility to suffer another severe overcooling event.  If the root 
cause evaluation points to a generic condition which could make other facilities 
subject to similar events, then NRC staff would evaluate the need for a generic 
communication to the industry on the topic, or other regulatory actions. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #12 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: MEB & NRR 
 
Comment: How would the PTS risks change if such a cracked vessel went back into service? 
 
Staff Response: Again, the staff’s response can be found at ADAMS Accession #ML41700384.  

We believe that the evaluations in accordance with ASME Section XI 
Appendices A and E (or similar evaluations) and the inspections (if deemed 
necessary) described above will preclude continued operation with unanticipated 
flaws as a result of a severe overcooling transient.  Again, if a licensee were to 
fail to pass the screening analysis in ASME Section XI, Appendix E, we would 
expect that inspections capable of finding any flaw (with a probability of 
detection near unity), which might have resulted from a crack initiation-arrest 
event would be conducted before returning the vessel to service.  Assuming that 
an arrested flaw has not been detected, risk may increase depending upon the 
type of transient(s) to which the arrested flaw is later subjected.  The specific 
thermal-hydraulic characteristics of any transient which would occur after the 
crack initiation-arrest event would be critical in determining the quantitative risk 
increase, if any, associated with the arrested flaw.  We believe that the analysis 
and inspection activities described above provide reasonable assurance that such 
an undetected flaw would be very unlikely to occur.  Hence, based on the 
combination of events that would have to occur in order to lead to potential 
vessel failure, we qualitatively believe that the impact on overall plant risk of the 
scenario that you proposed is very low. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #13 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: MEB & NRR 
 
Comment: What criteria would NRC use to judge whether a complete inspection of the 

vessel was needed after a severe overcooling event? What inspection techniques 
would be required and what would be the scope of such inspections?   

 
Staff Response: As this question addresses current regulatory requirements members of NRR 

staff prepared a response that can be found at ADAMS Accession 
#ML41700384.  The staff’s response included the following information. 

 
 The “other actions” specified in ASME Section XI, Appendix E (if the analysis 

does not justify subsequent operation) would likely be an inspection of the RPV.  
The determination of the need for inspection, as well as the inspection technique 
and inspection scope, would be based on  (1) the known embrittlement level of 
the vessel in question, (2) the severity of the overcooling event (i.e., the cool 
down rate of the transient and the duration time of the transient), (3) the results of 
prior licensee in-service inspections of the vessel, and (4) the results of the 
licensee’s vessel structural integrity evaluation described above. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #14 
 
Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: the explanation for how the original screening criteria were selected is not only 

confusing (especially Figure 1.1) but it is incorrect as well. .... In SECY 82-465 
the staff stated quite clearly that “the large uncertainties in probabilistic PTS 
evaluations at the present time (1982) have led the staff to use them to estimate 
the level of safety rather than attempt to derive licensing requirements directly 
from the probabilistic results….the NRC staff recommends that the PTS criteria-
screening or otherwise-should not be determined by where these curves cross 
some acceptable value of risk”.  It is important to correct these types of errors, 
not because they affect the substance of the technical analyses but because they 
can undermine the credibility of the entire effort.  This particular error, for 
example, would give a reader the impression that the current PTS reevaluation is 
using the same regulatory rationale as in 1982 with better data and calculations, 
whereas the truth is that the proposed approach to the PTS Rule change 
represents a fundamental change in the amount and use of probabilistic 
information in the formulation of new screening criteria. 

 
Staff Response: See corrected explanation in Section 2.3 of this report.  
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #15 
 
Comment made by: Schulz 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: Main focus of the event sequences is a range of power operation from zero power 

hot stand-by up to 100% power.  Sequences which may result out of 
malfunctions or wrong operator actions during start-up up to zero power hot 
stand-by cool down from zero power to residual heat removal and test conditions 
are not included in this study. The reviewer feels that additional justification is 
needed in this respect. For example, in some Russian units we have seen 
sequences happened that during a pressure test with the core loaded the primary 
safety valve opened inadvertently followed by a full ECCS injection at a vessel 
temperature below operating temperature. 

 
Staff Response: This comment involves both low-temperature over-pressure (LTOP) situations, 

and situations where the event starts with nominal temperature and pressure 
conditions but at “zero power” (i.e., at “hot, zero power” (HZP), or nearly so, 
conditions).  Regarding LTOP situations, LTOP involves cold conditions in a 
primary system that’s closed (i.e., that could be accidentally pressurized), the 
operation of shutdown cooling systems, and the operators’ use of procedures 
appropriate for those conditions (as opposed to normal operating procedures), 
that is, it involves system and operator operations just before or after shutdowns 
such as refueling.  Analyses for those conditions are quite different from the PTS 
analyses we have performed for this study, and thus are outside the scope of the 
PTS analyses.  Separate programs have been conducted to deal with such LTOP 
conditions.  Regarding HZP (or nearly so) conditions, our assumption that about 
2% of the time (per year) is spent at hot zero power should cover those situations 
that are “nearly HZP” as well, since our plant analyses suggest that plants are at 
HZP more in the range of 1% to 1½% of the year, so by rounding up to 2%, we 
believe we have bounded any “near-HZP” transition states as well.  Both of these 
issues were discussed and (the staff believes) satisfactorily resolved at the peer 
review meeting on May 10–12, 2004.
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #16 

 
Comment made by: Schulz 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: In principle, only cool down of the vessel from the inside has been investigated.  

It may be useful to document that severe cool down scenarios from the outside of 
the vessel as we have seen as a precursor for Indian Point some decades ago can 
be ruled out. The reviewer is not so familiar with PWR system designs for US 
units to judge if this is a relevant question at all. 

 
Staff Response: Please refer to the response to Comment #4. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #17 
 
Comment made by: Schulz 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: Looking to the different system functions all possible combinations are 

exhaustedly studied for the operational modes being investigated. It is the 
understanding of the reviewer that the thermo-hydraulic analysis assume in 
principle that the component internals function as designed. We have seen 
already in the past experience that degradation of internals of the reactor pressure 
vessel and steam generator take place. Some of the transients being investigated 
would impose severe loads on internals. Therefore it may be worthwhile to 
investigate the likelihood, if consecutive failures at the internals could produce 
aggravated loading conditions for the reactor pressure vessel. 

 
Staff Response: Vessel internals are designed for blowdown loads from a large-break LOCA, 

however, the comment suggests that materials problems may degrade the 
integrity of vessel internals over time.  The question, then, is whether internals 
may experience failures as a direct consequence of a PTS event that would lead 
to more adverse downcomer conditions.  The only way this could happen would 
be if such a failure led to lower temperatures in the downcomer, since pressure 
gradients are not a factor.  We are unable to identify any postulated failure of 
internals that could lower the downcomer temperature.  The type of failure that 
would be required would be if all the vent valves in a B&W design failed shut.  
Such a failure of multiple parallel check valves is implausible.  Any failure that 
increased bypass flow between the downcomer and upper plenum would tend to 
increase downcomer temperature. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #18 
 
Comment made by: Schulz 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: As discussed already by other colleagues, the thermo-hydraulic calculation using 

RELAP-5 produce more or less mean temperature values in the downcomer at 
each time step. From the analysis results I have seen in the course of several 
safety assessments I conclude that nonuniform temperature distribution in the 
downcomer produce non symmetric loading conditions which have at least an 
impact on crack initiation of surface breaking flaws. The time of crack initiation 
and the orientation of flaws which would initiate would be different from 
analysis results using purely symmetric cool down. It is difficult to judge for the 
reviewer if significant differences would result between nonuniform and uniform 
loading conditions for embedded flaws and cracks being extended to a 
considerable fraction of the vessel wall thickness. As it has been seen in the 
UPTF test the nonuniform condition caused by local mixing are not stable in 
space so model assumptions using the most pronounced nonuniform 
temperatures may be overly conservative for flaw locations beneath the surface. I 
assume that this aspect will be discussed in more detail by other colleagues.  

 
Staff Response: The first point to consider is whether nonuniform temperature exists to begin 

with.  Review of integral system experimental data from LOFT, ROSA, and 
APEX-CE do not show the existence of thermal plumes.  Full-scale data separate 
effect from UPTF show limited temperature nonuniformity (~20°C at most, and 
often less).  A more complete discussion is found in [Bessette]. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #19 
 
Comment made by: Schulz 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: Considerable effort has gone to the development of a more realistic flaw model 

by enlarging the experimental data sources. With the material available it is 
difficult to judge to what extent the sample material is representative for the 
whole set of vessels where the revised PTS Rule would be applicable. The 
reviewer is not familiar enough with the fabrication practice in the 1960s and 70s 
as well as the differences in practice between the different manufacturers. To my 
knowledge the ultrasonic inspections during manufacturing in the 1960s and 70s 
were largely voluntarily and not required by the code at that time. The in-service 
inspections following ASME XI are basically addressing welds. Concurrent with 
previous discussions (SECY/82/465) the reviewer would assume that a revised 
PTS Rule would also address the requirements on ISI and NDE qualification. It is 
the view of the reviewer that a flaw model as outlined should only be used under 
conditions such as: 
1. Applicability check of the flaw density distribution for the pressure vessel 

under consideration including similarity check of fabrication practice. 
2. Applicability check of the flaw density distribution supported by non-

destructive testing results for the near core region for weld and base material 
either using existing inspecting records or establishing a new finger print.  In 
case only embedded flaws are used in the fracture mechanics analysis the 
necessary reliability of NDE to rule out surface breaking flaws may not be 
achievable by applying only ultrasonic methods, e. g. looking to one of the 
most recent exercises (NESC-1). 

3. It is the understanding of the reviewer that the flaw model is basically 
addressing remaining manufacturing defects. Although the operating 
experience with PWR vessels is judged to be favorable by the technical 
community it has to be remembered that the inspection of the cladding is not 
required by the ASME XI and being applied only in a few countries. 
Therefore the present view of the technical community may not be 
adequately based on inspection records. 

 
Staff Response: The applicability of the flaw distribution adopted in FAVOR to PWRs in general 

is addressed in both Appendix C of this document as well as in [Simonen].  It is 
the view of the staff that the flaw distribution adopted in FAVOR is applicable to 
PWRs in general, in part because of the known conservatisms that are part of the 
flaw model. 

 
 Details of how/if ISI/NDE requirements are incorporated into any future revision 

of the PTS Rule will be addressed as part of rulemaking 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #20 
 
Comment made by: Schulz 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: It is the understanding of the reviewer that the flaw density distribution and 

material property distributions are used as independent variables. To my 
knowledge this is common practice but may not reflect the real situation for all 
kind of defects. From the experience of the past we have seen that crack like 
defects are governed to some extent by unfavorable material properties at certain 
locations. The reviewer admits there is no reliable data base to establish a 
correlation factor but still the sensitivity may be addressed in a parametric study 
assuming certain correlation factors. 

 
Staff Response: We agree with the Dr. Schultz’s assessment that “there is no reliable data base 

to establish a correlation factor.”  Absent such information, there is no credible 
basis for the sensitivity study suggested. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #21 
 
Comment made by: Schulz 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: The use of correlations between types of material tests (Charpy, KIC, To) which 

characterize the toughness behavior was and will be a topic of discussion within 
the technical community. The basic principle of the presented methodology to 
provide means of assessing PTS risk without requiring licensees to make more 
measurements on the vessel material seems from my view a difficult regulatory 
position. The proof that the range of uncertainties is small enough for an 
individual vessel should remain with a licensee. Complementary irradiation 
programs which would produce additional fracture toughness data are not judged 
to be an unnecessary burden for a considerable extension of the life time. 

 
Staff Response: Specific regulatory requirements regarding the data that must be supplied by the 

licensee for vessel specific materials will be established as part of rulemaking, if 
rulemaking is undertaken.   

 
It should be noted that the uncertainty in material data (Cu, Ni, P, RTNDT(u), yield 
strength, upper shelf energy, and so on) assumed by FAVOR is based on generic 
information and, therefore, is larger than the uncertainty associated with any 
plant-specific materials.  As such, the treatment of material uncertainty that 
underlies the PTS screening criteria recommended in Chapter 11 of this 
document is conservative relative to the uncertainty of plant-specific materials.  
See Appendix D of [EricksonKirk-PFM] and Section 4.2.2.2 of [EricksonKirk-
SS] for a detailed discussion. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #22 
 
Comment made by: Schulz 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: For the fracture mechanics approach being used the status of 

validation/verification is well demonstrated for crack initiation and limited stable 
or unstable crack extension. Although present safety standards or codes do allow 
the application of crack arrest for multiple initiating events in principle, the 
supporting experiments are very limited. Furthermore, to the knowledge of the 
reviewer analysis being performed on such tests (for example NKS test at the 
MPA Stuttgart) were not able to predict consistently re-initiation and multiple 
arrest conditions. To evaluate the need to address this issue more deeply, it would 
be helpful to know if multiple initiation and arrest conditions are really connected 
to the scenarios being investigated or are only treated as theoretical possibility.  

 
Staff Response: Given that a flaw may exist within the wall of nuclear reactor pressure vessel 

(RPV), it is consistent with U.S. experimental evidence and analytical fracture-
mechanics predictions [Cheverton 85a, Cheverton 85b] that the flaw can 
propagate into the RPV wall by multiple cleavage run-arrest events when the 
RPV is exposed to hypothetical pressurized thermal-shock (PTS) loads.  To 
address Dr. Schultz’s comment, researchers at ORNL composed a detailed 
response summarizing this U.S. experience.  This response appears in Appendix E, 
which demonstrates that multiple flaw initiation-arrest events are credible for 
thick-wall cylinders exposed to thermal-shock transients.  Additionally, the 
nature and extent of such fracture behavior can be adequately predicted by 
careful application of linear elastic fracture mechanics analyses.  The information 
in Appendix E centers on the thermal-shock experiments (TSEs) that were 
conducted at ORNL in the late 1970s and early 1980s.  Because the basic factors 
driving the fracture behavior in these TSEs are so similar to those for PTS 
scenarios, multiple fracture run-arrest events are deemed credible for an RPV 
exposed to PTS transient loads. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #23 
 
Comment made by: Schulz 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: It is the understanding of the reviewer that the FAVOR code cannot handle the 

effect of pressure acting on the crack surfaces. In case of considerable crack 
extension of surface breaking flaws - either from the beginning or within the 
course of the crack extension - the stress intensity at the crack tip may be 
increased by considering the additional load acting on the surfaces on extended 
cracks. This may happen in depressurisation scenarios. Although this systematic 
effect is estimated to be not very big (10-15% increase of KI) it may well have a 
significant contribution to the ratio of non-vessel failure versus vessel failure.  

 
Staff Response: FAVOR Version 04.1 was modified to include the effects of crack face pressure 

in response to Dr. Schultz’s comment.  See the FAVOR 04.1 theory manual, 
[Williams], and Section 9.2.1.2.6 of this report for details.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #24 
 
Comment made by: Johnson 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: Since the analyses will ultimately support a recommendation from RES to NRR, 

some consideration needs to be made as to what regulatory guidelines or other 
standards, if any, are to be followed.  I acknowledge that regulatory guidelines 
and industry standards have evolved significantly since the analyses under review 
were initiated.  In fact, these guidelines and standards are continuing to evolve.  
Nonetheless, as evidenced by the September 2003 White Paper from Chairman 
Diaz (COMNJD-03-0002) and the subsequent Commission approval, content and 
scope of PRA submittals are a key part of achieving “quality” in PRA.  

 
Staff Response: This comment involves both the requirements that future PRAs performed by 

licensees need to meet, and what requirements and standards the staff and its 
contractors met in their own PTS work.  Regarding requirements for PRAs that 
licensees may perform in the future, and in particular the extent to which they 
will need to add PTS sequences to their PRAs, those are policy issues that NRR 
will need to take into account during the rulemaking action they may undertake, 
using this RES work as part of its basis (the RES role is to provide the risk-
related basis for such a possible action, not to conduct the rulemaking action 
itself).  Regarding requirements and standards the staff and its contractors met, 
the following observations are provided: (1) this project started in 1999, before 
the issuance of the full power PRA Standard in 2002, (2) the PRA/HRA project 
members were aware of the ongoing development of the standard and other 
documents dealing with PRA quality (e.g., Reg. Guide 1.174) and are familiar 
with the current Standard, and (3) while no specific review of the analyses have 
been conducted against the PRA Standard, we believe that, in general, the intent 
of the Standard has been met. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #25 
 
Comment made by: Johnson 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: Regulatory Guide 1.174 outlines a framework for licensees to follow in 

formulating risk-informed requests.  The purpose of RG 1.174, I believe, is to 
provide a consistent framework for considering potential plant or procedural 
changes that could impact risk.  The PRA work under review, in contrast, 
considers a class of scenarios that may or may not be included in the base PRAs.  
In any event, RG 1.174 provides a framework to consider changes in risk and can 
be used as a guide, at least for scope and content.   

 
Staff Response: Please refer to the response to Comment #24. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #26 
 
Comment made by: Johnson 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: The PRA analyses estimate or bound the through-wall crack frequency (TWCF) 

due to thermal shock.  RG 1.174, on the other hand, use changes in the core 
damage frequency (CDF) and large early release frequency (LERF) as surrogates 
to estimate the impact on public health risk. I believe a discussion of the relation 
between TWCF and CDF and LERF is warranted.  Small increases in LERF will 
be viewed differently than the same numerical changes in CDF.  Does a through-
wall crack result in core damage in all cases?  One could envision a relative small 
leak rate from a crack, or a failure that can be mitigated by plant systems.  On the 
other hand, does such a crack result in an “excessive LOCA,” or what WASH 
1400 called a vessel rupture?  Such an event might map directly as a contributor 
to LERF.  Granted these are questions whose answers are unknown, but the 
analysts need to include a discussion regarding their state of knowledge. 

 
Staff Response: We have assumed that TWCF = CDF.  An accident progression event tree 

(APET) was developed and used to determine the likelihood of events that may 
lead to LERF.  The relationship of CDF to LERF is the subject of Chapter 10, 
and it was also discussed at the peer review meeting held on May 10–12, 2004 in 
Rockville Maryland. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #27 
 
Comment made by: Johnson 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: It seems clear that near term PRA submittals will need to meet or discuss the 

requirements of the ASME Standard (as well as Regulatory Guide 1.200).  I 
strongly suspect that the underlying utility PRAs do not fully meet the Standard.  
This is probably not a significant point with respect to their technical quality.  
However, the status of the underlying utility PRAs as well as the RES supported 
PRA work with respect to the requirements outlined in the Standard and RG 
1.200 should be made clear in the submittal to NRR.   

 
Staff Response: Please refer to response to Comment #24. 



 
 

B-37 
 

Reply to Reviewer Comment #28 
 
Comment made by: Johnson 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: Likewise, the ANS Standard governing the conduct of external events has only 

recently been released and is under review by NRC.  How the bounding external 
events analyses compare to the draft standard should be discussed. 

 
Staff Response: Please refer to response to Comment #24.  Additionally, it should be noted that 

the external event analyses are purposely conservative for the reasons noted in 
the Section 9.4 of this document. Thus, a direct comparison to any standard is not 
appropriate, since the analyses are purposely conservative.  
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #29 
 
Comment made by: Johnson 
 
Reply by: PRAB & MEB 
 
Comment: One of the most interesting results of the current analyses is the recognition that 

high pressure is not required for damage.  In fact, for the PWRs analyzed, large 
LOCAs represent a key class of initiators that have the potential to result in a 
scenario involving vessel failure given a sufficient thermal shock.  Not being a 
thermal-hydraulic or fracture mechanic expert, I am tempted to ask, “What about 
thermal shock scenarios in BWRs?”  There may be strong thermal-hydraulic 
arguments relating to limited cooling rates or strong fracture mechanics 
arguments relating to the smaller fluence experienced in BWRs that make BWR 
thermal shock scenarios impossible or of extremely low frequency.  If so, the 
analysis should summarize such arguments as to why BWRs, with thinner vessel 
walls, are do not have a potential thermal shock concern.   

 
From a systems point of view, I note that for many BWRs, following a rapid 
depressurization, injection to the vessel is likely to come from the hotwell if the 
condensate system is available.  (In other words, condensate may have a higher 
discharge pressure than the low pressure coolant injection that draws from the 
relatively cold condensate storage tank.)  Nonetheless, one could postulate a 
scenario involving loss of feedwater and a stuck-open SRV with HPCI and RCIC 
injecting water from the condensate storage tank.  The point is that if a succinct 
rationale for excluding BWR scenarios can be given in the analysis, then such an 
argument should be added to the report.  If such scenarios are potentially of 
interest, then they should be added to the analysis.   

 
Staff Response: SECY-82-465, “Pressurized Thermal Shock (PTS),” November 22, 1982, states 

on the second page (emphasis added), “The PTS issue is a concern only for 
operating PWRs.  Boiling-water reactors (BWRs) are not a significant PTS 
concern.  BWRs operate with a large portion of water inventory inside the 
pressure vessel at saturated conditions.  Any sudden cooling will condense steam 
and result in a pressure decrease, so simultaneous creation of high pressure and 
low temperature is improbable.  Also contributing to the lack of PTS concerns 
for BWRs is the lower fast neutron fluence at the vessel inner wall, and the use 
of a thinner vessel wall which results in a lower stress intensity for a postulated 
crack.” 

 
 The emphasized observations from SECY-82-465 hold true today: BWRs 

characteristically exhibit much lower embrittlement than PWRs as a direct 
consequence of the larger water gap between the core and the vessel wall (BWRs 
have approximately twice the diameter of PWRs), which reduces fluence and 
(thereby) irradiation damage to the RPV steel.  Additionally, BWRs have thinner 
walls than PWRs, which reduces the magnitude of the thermal stresses.  It may 
also be noted that our current findings reveal (see Section 8.3.5 of this document) 
that it is only at very high levels of embrittlement (many many 20-year license 
extensions) that thermal-only transients (large- and medium-break LOCAs) 
contribute significantly to the risk of driving a crack through the vessel wall.  
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Taken together, these observations suggest that failure of BWRs by thermal-only 
transients is highly unlikely. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #30 
 
Comment made by: Johnson 
 
Reply by: PRAB 
 
Comment: I am quite interested in understanding how the information from the PRA portion 

of the analyses is “passed” to the thermal-hydraulic analyses.  The “PRA 
Procedures and Uncertainty for PTS Analysis,” draft letter report, October 2003, 
describes a binning process for the PRA results.  It is not clear how these bins 
also formed the analysis boundary between the PRA and the thermal-hydraulic 
analyses.  I will continue to explore this.   

 
Staff Response: Sections 5.2.4 through 5.2.7 of this report provide a high-level description of the 

various activities associated with the binning process.  Initial TH calculations 
(i.e., bins) were examined to determine which PTS scenarios would “match” the 
TH conditions of the TH bins.  PTS scenarios that “matched” or were expected to 
be similar to the TH conditions were grouped into the existing TH bins.  If the 
PTS scenarios were expected to have TH conditions that would be “different,” or 
if the analysts (PRA and TH) were uncertain that conditions would be different, a 
new TH calculation was performed.  If the TH conditions were different, then 
those PTS scenarios that were expected to have similar conditions were grouped 
into the new bin.  This iterative process between PRA and TH continued until all 
potential PTS scenarios were allocated to the TH bins.  Thus, there was no formal 
“passing” of information from the PRA to the TH; rather, information “passed” 
informally between (i.e., to and from) the PRA and the TH to create the set of TH 
bins for each analysis. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #31 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: General editorial comments:   

A. Document (1: Dec. 2002 Draft NUREG) and (2: PFM Oct. 2003 Report) 
need a reference list of abbreviations or acronyms to facilitate readability; 

B. Both documents are well written, but contain some typographic errors. 
Confusion can exist on the consistency of notations of symbols in text, 
formula and figures throughout the texts. Moreover a number of references 
are not well worked out, this also counts for some footnotes. Sometimes 
figures should follow their text closer. 

C. Some overall revisiting should be done to avoid duplication of certain parts 
in the texts; 

D. Although most of the flow diagrams in the text, especially in report (2), are 
impressive and help the reader to get the overall picture, some are quite 
confusing. This can be solved by more rationalization initially and further 
refinement as the text goes along. A flow diagram on FAVOR in text (2) 
would be useful too.   

 
Staff Response: Editorial revisions have been made throughout the documentation to address 

these comments.  Our nomenclature has been clarified by adding both 
Abbreviations and a List of Symbols to this document. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #32 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: Any possible ‘relaxation’ of the actual 10 CFR 50.61 rule to the proposed new 

ruling, as suggested in the initial part of the executive summary of document (1) 
with the words “without imposing on the licensees either new material testing 
requirements or new inspection programs”, can not be made unconditionally for 
the NPP’s. Within the actual PRA approach considerable importance is given to 
(a) operator experience and actions, that evolve from training activities; (b) more 
technical information resulting from inspections of components and bookkeeping 
of events that contribute substantially to justify a decreasing risk for PTS to 
occur. The reviewer’s opinion is that when a NPP exceeds in future the actual 
10 CFR 50.61 ruling, the NPP should implement a continuity plan - details to be 
discussed at a later moment - for training and inspections in order to being 
granted extra PTS ‘margin’ in accordance to the new ruling. This way the NPP 
can ‘profit’ from the new PTS Rule but shall maintain his ‘good practice’ or 
increase his efforts on training and inspection in order to guarantee future 
accordance with the principles that led to the ‘relaxation’ of the 10 CFR 50.61 
PTS Rule;  

 
Staff Response: The issues raised in this comment would be addressed by NRR as part of the 

rulemaking process, should rulemaking be undertaken. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #33 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: In general, the technical workout of documents (1) and (2) frequently contains 

‘soft’ words or phrases such as ‘are not expected to contribute to the risk’, 
‘simply’, ‘approximate’, ‘unfortunately’,... that are used to justify important 
reasoning. Wherever possible, these wordings should be omitted and quantified 
in numbers;  

 
Staff Response:  We have quantified our results where such quantification is possible. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #34 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: The technical workout of the PFM methodology contains a number of 

explanations of phenomena - like crack initiation, arrest,  .... - that are aimed at 
providing a good, sometimes fundamental, physical understanding of what 
happens within the materials. Although the effort of the authors to provide clarity 
to the reader is highly appreciated and somehow needed, some of these 
explanations are still subject to discussion in the scientific community and should 
not appear as detailed in the texts. The reviewer will provide detailed comments 
to the authors. 

 
Staff Response: We have revised the technical documentation in both this report as well as in 

[EricksonKirk-PFM] to achieve the dual goals of (1) providing a comprehensive 
technical description of our modeling approach and of (2) fairly reflecting the 
degree to which the models we have incorporated into FAVOR are generally 
accepted by the technical community. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #35 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: Along the same line, it is not always clear how and up to which degree some 

input parameters and their uncertainties to the PFM routine are ‘discretized’ 
within the PFM routine FAVOR (difficult to find out in the FAVOR text or 
manual (3)); 

 
Staff Response: Again, we have attempted to improve the clarity of our writing, especially 

regarding the treatment of uncertainties and how they are modeled in FAVOR.  
The text in [EricksonKirk-PFM] and [Williams] have been revised accordingly.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #36 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: Some of the models and associated methodologies in the PFM part are rather 

easy to accept and are well established, others are still under discussion in 
committees, and some are rather new and are looked at with some skepticism in 
the scientific community. The main reason is that the authors and the NPP 
community has (and wants) to live with the measured information from the 
existing or executed surveillance programs within the NPP’s. The reviewer 
understands this difficulty. However, the consequence is that correlation methods 
are a central issue in the PFM models. Unmistakably, correlation methods 
introduce uncertainty and an increased risk for error propagation. Moreover, 
correlation methods depend on statistics and fitting methodologies. Therefore, 
there should be a continuous effort to try to optimize the established trends and in 
a number of cases the collection of more data is advisable. This is especially true 
for fracture toughness data which form an important decisive data set in the PTS-
rule evaluation. 

 
Staff Response: We agree completely with the Dr. VanWalle’s view that correlation methods 

introduce uncertainties, sometimes large uncertainties, into the computational 
models.  We also agree that alternative procedures to directly measure the 
fracture toughness and embrittlement properties of the vessel materials (the 
Master Curve method, for example) show great promise in reducing these 
uncertainties.  These methods should, and are, being pursued in other programs.  
However, for the reasons pointed out in Section 3.2.1 of this report, the use of 
such methodologies is beyond the scope of this particular project.  



 
 

B-47 
 

Reply to Reviewer Comment #37 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: Do the three plants used for the PTS reevaluation project represent the entire fleet 

of US-power plants? Are there somewhere sequences out there in less embrittled 
plants, with drastically different operator actions (due to design for example), 
with different flaw distributions, with different limiting materials, with less info 
on surveillance data that are not represented by the four plants: some of these 
plants will also embrittle in their lifetime up to a level of the actual four plants. 
Does the rule envelop those situations?  

 
Staff Response: While the three plants we have analyzed in detail contain some of the most 

embrittled materials in the operating PWR fleet, they are not the most embrittled 
(nor were they ever intended to be).  As described in Chapter 9 (and especially in 
Section 9.3), we have examined a larger set of PWRs with the aim of identifying 
(at least qualitatively) the likelihood that the total population of PWRs contains 
situations where both more severe transients and more embrittled materials exist 
at the same plant.  As described in Section 9.3, we believe that the information 
reported herein and in [Whitehead-Gen] provides reasonable assurance that the 
likelihood of both more severe transients and more severely embrittled materials 
occurring coincidentally at the same plant is remote.  Consequently, we believe 
that the detailed results we have presented for Oconee Unit 1, Beaver Valley Unit 1, 
and Palisades provide an appropriate basis for establishing a PTS screening 
criteria that applies to PWRs in general.  

  
The specific question of the general applicability of the flaw distribution we have 
assumed is addressed in detail in both Appendix C of this report, as well as in 
[Simonen].  As stated in those documents, we believe that the flaw distribution 
adopted by FAVOR is either an appropriate or a conservative representation of 
the flaw distribution that exists in any domestic PWR.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #38 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: The PTS reevaluation project splits uncertainty treatment in two kinds: aleatory 

and epistemic. This treatment is in principle very adequate, but the separation of 
the uncertainty kind in a variable is not always straightforward. How does one 
treat ‘mixed’ uncertainties and what are the consequences? Can we simulate this? 

 
Staff Response: Currently, mathematical procedures do not exist to treat “mixed” uncertainties.  

In the process of model building, one must make the judgment that a particular 
uncertainty is “mostly” aleatory or “mostly” epistemic.  In our reports detailing 
the technical basis for our models, we have described the technical bases for 
these judgments.  
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #39 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB & SMSAB 
 
Comment: All of this comment pertains to the crack initiation model 

A. The PTS reevaluation project is based on probabilistic calculations. Yet some 
input values are treated deterministically (in principle when the uncertainty 
connected to them is epistemic): a major example that can influence the PTS-
evaluation seriously is the output of the TH routine: pressure, temperature 
and heat transfer coefficient are so-called best estimates. It is said that the 
uncertainty on these best estimates is treated in the RELAP code and the 
binning. Does this mean that every best estimated value that comes out of 
RELAP (within a specific bin) has an uncertainty distribution that is by 
random selection propagated thru the FAVOR code? 

B. WPS: in principle it is appropriate to include this effect in the PRA approach, 
but with the information given it is not easy to see how the justification is 
made for the deterministic entry in FAVOR. The uncertainty in KIc is 
aleatory, the mostly epistemic uncertainty in Kapplied seems not so difficult 
to characterize if the TH information is reliable and reliably transferred to the 
vessel wall. How is this treated? We may not forget that, apparently, the 
WPS introduction gives a major effect in the PTS Rule relaxation. Can this 
be quantified: what if WPS is not included, how sensitive is the whole 
procedure to the uncertainties in the parameters involved?  

C. How reliable are the TH calculations to allow for a spatial distribution of its 
output parameters that can be reliably ‘discretized’ in FAVOR? 

D. The theoretical basis for the universal temperature dependency of fracture 
toughness is rather well established these days (although some data 
demonstrate an apparent shape change at high irradiation level: still subject 
of discussion), at least good enough for the PTS risk. The reviewer would 
just advise to be less detailed as some of the physics is still open for 
discussion; 

E. The statistical basis available to conclude that the scatter on fracture 
toughness KIa is smaller than the one on KIc is not well established, neither 
the theoretical explanation. The trend is there, but that’s it (statistics?); 

F. The reviewer agrees that T0 is the best estimate for initiation fracture 
toughness. This leads to the modification of the MC procedure for LEFM 
consistency. Although the procedure to quantify the epistemic uncertainty in 
itself seems justifiable (although not ideal), it is unsatisfactorily explained: 
textual confusion exists on the adjusted lower bounding curve (to all data of 
the 18 heats, to all data of one heat, who says ‘coincidence’ with the lowest 
KIc value is ‘lowest’). The merit, but the loss of beauty given by the size 
effect adjustment, is compensated by the valid KIc values. A question can be 
raised towards the statistics (18 heats) used to define the modification; It is a 
pity that we cannot start from the real T0 values or the MC procedure. How 
sensitive is the whole procedure when we omit some heats, or would add 
some other material data? 

G. The reviewer does not fully understand the use of the RTNDT adjustment as 
being appropriate for the generic RTNDT values: is the estimation of a 
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bounding RTNDT value from a generic one simply the random selection of an 
RTNDT value from a normal distribution having the same mean and standard 
deviation as the data set originally used to establish the generic RTNDT value 
or do we need to take a lower bound? 

H. Within the index temperature shift model the uncertainty on the fluence 
attenuation thru the wall is not accounted for: discussion with neutron 
physicists leads to the suggestion that this uncertainty should at least be on 
the order of the precision by which neutron fluence at the RPV-wall can be 
determined: i.e., 10-20%, even when stated that the relationship is 
conservative; 

I. The Charpy irradiation shift model: it is clear that the Eason trend shift 
model contains the general trends of most of the up-to-now recognized 
damage models. However, nowadays within the ASTM community there 
exists a lot of discussion on the appropriateness of the data sets that went into 
the model: does one need to separate BWR from PWR data? What about flux 
effects, long time ageing? The other question relates to the uncertainty 
treatment: in order to avoid ‘double counting’ no simulation of the 
uncertainty in the model is performed. Please remember that within the data 
sets used for fitting the model, other uncertainties than the ones on the 
chemistry content remain present: bias between testing and analysis 
techniques, temperature effects, different reactor type irradiation,.... Within 
ASTM and EPRI the discussion on which data sets to include and which to 
omit is still very much alive....Clearly some uncertainty needs to be 
accounted for; 

J. Conversion of Charpy shift to Toughness shift: the physical grounds that 
state that the thermal-mechanical processing related to product form plays no 
role in temperature shifts would be true if we wouldn’t have thermal ageing 
effects in materials at operational temperature. Even without irradiation the 
initial heat treatment of the product form that determines the microstructure 
of the material may alter when the material ‘sits’ for long time at operational 
temperature: so the statement in 3.2.3.4.1 is not fully correct; 

K. What is the justification for not taking any uncertainty correlated to the 
conversion of Charpy-shift to toughness? Clearly the explanation given by 
the authors is not satisfactory: only statistics can reduce the standard 
deviation on these relationships. Omission does not seem to be justified 
within this type of correlation; 

 
Staff Response:  

A. The RELAP5 output of pressure, temperature, and heat transfer is always 
scenario-specific.  FAVOR cannot accept these parameters as distributions.  
Nor would it make physical sense to do so, rather, the vessel temperature 
distribution must reflect the entire time-history of a transient.  The heat flux 
and, therefore, temperature and heat transfer, can only be input as time 
histories for the calculation of temperature distribution to have any validity.  
Additionally, the time history of pressure is dependent on the time history of 
the entire scenario.  Nonetheless, to elucidate the effects of variations in 
temperature and heat transfer, sensitivity studies were performed, as 
summarized in Section 9.1 of this report. 

B. As detailed in Section 4.2.1 of [EricksonKirk-SS] and [Dickson 02], the 
overall result of including warm prestess effects in our model is a reduction 
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in the TWCF of between a factor of 2 and 3, a significant but not major 
effect.  Comparisons of RELAP predictions to experiments (see Section 6.7 
of this report and also [Fletcher]) reveals that while RELAP predictions of 
pressure and temperature generally agree well with measurements, the 
differences between RELAP predictions and experiments that do exist are 
neither systematically high nor low.  Consequently, any errors in the TH 
inputs to FAVOR will not cause the WPS model to systematically over or 
under estimate the failure probabilities.   

C. See response to Comment #18. 

D. Editorial revisions have been made to Section 3.2.1 of [EricksonKirk-PFM], 
as appropriate. 

E. Editorial revisions have been made to Section 3.2.1.2.2 of [EricksonKirk-
PFM] to more accurately describe the basis for the uncertainty in crack arrest 
toughness assumed by the model in FAVOR. 

F. Editorial revisions have been made to Section 3.2.2.3 of [EricksonKirk-
PFM] to better describe the procedure adopted by FAVOR to correct (at 
least approximately) for the bias in RTNDT.  With regard to the statistical 
adequacy of the empirical basis for this procedure, it should be noted that the 
data used to develop FAVOR’s bias correction agrees well with a larger set 
of data compiled by European researchers [Houssin 01]. 

G. As detailed in Section 3.2.2.3.1.2.2 of [EricksonKirk-PFM] and in 
[Williams], Dr. VanWalle is correct in his statement that when a RTNDT value 
is identified as “generic” FAVOR begins the simulation by selecting at 
random a RTNDT value from a standard normal distribution that has as it’s 
mean the generic RTNDT value.  This procedure simulates appropriately the 
uncertainty associated with generic RTNDT values, essentially re-creating the 
data set from which the generic RTNDT value was originally derived.  
Alternatively, one could select an upper bound RTNDT value in all cases and 
arrive at a conservative representation, but such a methodology would be 
inconsistent with the “best-estimate” approach we have tried to adopt, to the 
greatest extent practicable, throughout this project. 

H. Dr. VanWalle is correct in stating that uncertainty in our fluence attenuation 
model is not accounted for.  However, for reasons stated in Section 3.2.3.1.3 
of [EricksonKirk-SS] and in Comment 73 in this document, considerable 
evidence exists that the fluence attenuation model in Regulatory Guide 1.99 
Revision 2, which we adopt in FAVOR, is a conservative representation 
reality.  Indeed, this view is supported by a recently published survey of 
neutron attenuation models and data [English 02].  Because of the 
conservatism inherent in our fluence model, the staff does not view the 
treatment of uncertainties in the attenuation model as necessary.  It should 
also be noted that FAVOR does account for the effects of uncertainty in our 
estimates of inner diameter fluence that are based on the procedures of 
Regulatory Guide 1.190.  As detailed in Section 3.2.3.1.2 of [EricksonKirk-
SS], the magnitude of fluence uncertainty used in FAVOR is consistent with 
that suggested by Dr. VanWalle. 

I. In Section 9.2.1.2.3, we present the results of a sensitivity study wherein we 
have used the ASTM E900 embrittlement trend curve rather than the [Eason] 
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embrittlement trend curve.  This study demonstrates that the [Easton] model 
predicts TWCFs approximately 3 times larger than the ASTM E900 model.  
We have retained the [Eason] model as an implicit conservatism in our 
model, awaiting ASTM consensus on a new revision of E900 that is likely to 
be different than either Eason 00 or E900 is today.  Additionally, Section 
9.2.1.2.4 presents information confirming the appropriateness of FAVOR’s 
approach to uncertainty simulation for the embrittlement model. 

J. See explanation in Section 3.2.2.4.1 of [EricksonKirk-PFM] regarding the 
lack of product form dependency in fracture toughness data. 

K. See explanation in Section 3.2.2.4.1 of [EricksonKirk-PFM] regarding the 
origin of uncertainties in the Charpy  toughness conversion, and why it is 
appropriate to view this relationship as being, for all practical purposes, 
without error.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #40 
 

Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: All of this comment pertains to the upper shelf ductile tearing model 

A. Ductile tearing definitely is an option to occur on existing flaws or after 
crack arrest of a running crack. In principle, the information for the modeling 
of this effect should directly come from experiment. In view of the non-
availability of this information a model based on USE properties is 
constructed. The reviewer is quite reluctant to accept this model as its partly 
empirical correlations, certainly not all accepted by the scientific community, 
have large uncertainties that are not taken into account. The functionalities 
for the correlations demonstrate trends, but the data are widespread; 

B. The M1 model based on the Eason relationship is open for a lot of 
discussion. The reviewer does not really believe this model. Maybe it is the 
best option if one has to take it (better than RG1.99), but the fact that for 
example the initial heat treatment of the material doesn’t have an influence 
on the decay of the upper shelf seems strange. The conclusion on the as-
defined USE that ‘the data demonstrate that the spread in individual USE 
values scales in proportion with the absolute magnitude of the USE, and that 
the uncertainty in upper shelf energy is essentially unaffected by irradiation’ 
may be remarkable, but please remark that the USE spread at every ‘mean’ 
upper shelf energy in the data set is about half the absolute value of the upper 
shelf. Also remark that the statistics on the data at the 150 ft-lbs USE level, 
that determines the trend, is extremely low 

C. The conclusion on the uncertainty treatment for the probabilistic upper shelf 
tearing model on best estimate relationships is simply unacceptable if it only 
takes the variation in chemistry and fluence into account. The reviewer 
understands that the uncertainty levels go way up if the spreads on all 
correlations are taken into account, but the consequences should be looked at 
in a probabilistic approach; 

D. Material property gradient model: the reviewer understands the reasoning of 
the influences of KIc and KIa within the initiation, arrest, re-initiation 
approach and the methodologies used for bounding seem acceptable. The 
problem for the reviewer lies again in an insight on the sensitivity of the 
whole PTS procedure to variations in these approaches; 

E. On the gradient composition within welds, the reviewer would just like to see 
what the influence on the PTS procedure is if you don’t take it into account: 
isn’t it an effect of second order? 

 
Staff Response: In comments (A) – (C), Dr. VanWalle questions the adequacy of the staff’s 

model of ductile fracture toughness on the upper shelf, which was based in large 
part on correlation with upper shelf Charpy V-notch properties.  After review of 
these comments and further discussions with Dr. VanWalle, the staff adopted a 
new upper shelf model and implemented it in FAVOR to address these 
comments.  This new model does not rely on Charpy correlations in any way, and 
features an explicit treatment of the uncertainty in upper shelf toughness (both 
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the ductile initiation toughness as measured by JIc and the resistance to further 
crack extension as measured by J-R).  This upper shelf model is based on work 
recently completed by EPRI [EricksonKirk 04].  Details of the FAVOR 
implementation of this new model can be found in Section 4.2 of [EricksonKirk-
PFM] and in [Williams].  The effect of adopting this physically based upper 
shelf model rather than the correlative model used previously is discussed in 
Section 9.2.1.2.7. 

 
 Regarding Comment (D), alternative models that assume no linkage between KIc 

and KIa would allow an initiated crack to immediately arrest because a KIa value 
could be simulated that exceeds the KIc value that produced the crack initiation.  
As discussed in [EricksonKirk-PFM], we do not feel that this alternative model 
is appropriate on physical grounds.  Additionally, it can be noted that the model 
adopted in FAVOR is conservative relative to the alternative model that assumes 
no linkage between KIc and KIa.  For this reason, we have not performed a 
sensitivity study to address this question. 

 
 Regarding comment (E), we have performed a sensitivity study on the effect of 

the through-wall composition gradient in welds.  The results of this analysis (see 
9.2.1.2.5) show that if through-wall composition gradient is removed from the 
FAVOR model the TWCF increases by a factor of approximately 2½. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #41 
 
Comment made by: van Walle 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: Conclusions: The reviewer recognizes the important effort that has been put into 

the PTS reevaluation method and believes it to be a necessary step to come to a 
more realistic basis for plant life assessment.  The comments on the proposed 
methodology, concentrated on the PFM part, can be summarized as:  

 
A. The general methodology for the PTS reevaluation process can be accepted; 
B. The models that go into the PFM-study are in part subject for discussion, as 

treated above. As a number of models are based on correlations, statistics and 
uncertainty evaluation remain important issues; 

C. Overall the uncertainty treatment needs to be more worked out and justified; 
D. Sensitivity studies can be an important asset to single out the parameters of 

importance. 
 
Staff Response: These are general comments that have been addressed previously.  
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #42 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
 

Comment: A PIRT was developed. However, many of the items listed are not phenomena 
but boundary conditions or operator actions. These do have influence on the 
downcomer conditions and should be considered.  

Staff Response: It is certainly true that many items in the PTS PIRT are boundary conditions.  
This is true of all thermal-hydraulic analyses.  We considered both phenomena 
and boundary conditions in our uncertainty evaluation.   

 

Comment: RELAP5 is in general applicable to predict reactor system behavior. I will have 
difficulty in accepting multidimensional capability, in downcomer and in cold 
leg. That deficiency in the code has to be treated as bias. Also, the heat transfer 
coefficient prediction in the downcomer may not be appropriate.   

Staff Response: As a one-dimensional code, RELAP5 does not provide true multidimensional 
calculational capability.  However, applicable experimental data were reviewed 
from integral system test facilities LOFT, ROSA, APEX-CE, as well as full-scale 
tests from UPTF and reduced-scale separate effects tests from Creare, IVO, and 
Purdue University.  The data show that the RELAP5 modeling of the downcomer 
is reasonable.  The integral system experimental data were used to determine 
biases and standard deviations for the RELAP5 calculation of downcomer 
temperature, downcomer heat transfer, and system pressure.  The experimental 
data show that large temperature gradients in the cold leg (i.e., ~ 100°C) do not 
translate into corresponding plumes in the downcomer, because of large eddy 
mixing occurring in the downcomer volume.  Introducing a bias is only 
appropriate if the code is shown to be nonconservative, which was not the case 
for all three parameters of pressure, temperature, and heat transfer. This is 
discussed further in [Bessette]. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #43 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: The NUREG report for RELAP5 assessment has a PIRT description. However, 

there is no correspondence between high-ranking phenomena and tests modeled 
with RELAP5. Also, the assessment is qualitative. How are the assessment 
results factored in the uncertainty analyses?  

 

Staff Response: There is, in fact, consistency between the PIRT and the assessment and 
uncertainty analyses that were performed.  Description has been included in 
Chapter 6 of this document to show the correspondence between phenomena, 
assessment, and uncertainty analyses.  Additional description is included in 
[Bessette].  The integral system tests assessment results were evaluated 
statistically to generate means and standard deviations showing the predictive 
capability of RELAP5 for downcomer temperature and system pressure.  
Uncertainty analyses and sensitivity studies were performed to evaluate the 
importance of key phenomena, including break flow, heat transfer modeling, 
downcomer temperature, accumulator modeling, natural circulation flow, 
downcomer-upper plenum bypass, and steam generator heat transfer.  Separate 
effects assessment was performed for important phenomena identified by the 
PIRT.  This is discussed in NUREG-1809. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #44 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: There is need for a discussion, why a temperature and heat coefficient 

distribution (or local values) are not important for CDF?  
 

Staff Report: This is discussed in [Bessette].  The simplifying approximation of using a 
uniform distribution for temperature and heat transfer is shown to be reasonable 
and sufficient. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #45 

 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: RELAP5 uses (66) nodes to simulate flow in the downcomer. How accurate is 

RELAP5 in predicting TH conditions at different locations. Has any comparison 
been made with CFD or tests?  UPTF tests were performed in support of LB 
LOCA and there were temperature measurements in downcomer. This data could 
be of use.  

 

Staff Response: Applicable experimental data were reviewed from integral system test facilities 
LOFT, ROSA, APEX-CE, as well as full-scale tests from UPTF and reduced-
scale separate effects tests from Creare, IVO, and Purdue University.  The data 
show that a two-dimensional modeling used in the RELAP5 PTS calculations is 
reasonable.  The non-uniform temperature distributions in the experimental data 
are within the absolute uncertainty of RELAP5 to predict bulk fluid temperature.  
In fact, the temperature variations seen in APEX-CE experiment are of the same 
order (5°C) as RELAP5 predictions of plant transients. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #46 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: How much variation is expected in the TH conditions in the downcomer? Is this 

variation captured through uncertainty analyses? 
 
Staff Response: Temperature variations in the downcomer calculated by RELAP5 are on the 

order of 5°C; see Chapter 5 of [Bessette].  This is also seen in the relevant 
experimental data.  The variation is far less than that considered by the treatment 
of uncertainties. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #47 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: It will be interesting to see OSU tests as they were used in making some 

judgment on PIRT. OSU tests showed that mixing in cold leg increased the fluid 
temperature enough to reduce the severity of the transients.  How valid is this 
mixing in the cold leg?  RELAP5 cannot predict this. Do we account for this in 
code bias? 

 
Staff Report: The APEX-CE tests showed temperature gradients across the cold leg of up to 

120°C (200°F).  The cold leg diameter in the facility is 9-cm (3.5-in.).  With this 
thermal stratification in the cold leg (200°F on the bottom and 400°F on the top 
of the cold leg), the temperature nonuniformity in the downcomer, both axially 
and azimuthally, was on the order of 5°C.  Comparison of RELAP5 with integral 
system test data for downcomer temperature shows no code bias (RELAP5 ~3°C 
conservative). 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #48 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: There were calculations done for ROSA facility with RELAP5 and there is large 

temperature variation (around 200C) in the cold leg (Fig. 3-24, 3-25, 3-33).  How 
is this reflected in the downcomer temperature and heat transfer coefficient? 
RELAP5 underpredicted cold leg temperature and overpredicted downcomer 
temperature. Is there an explanation?   

 
Staff Response: RELAP5 cannot calculate temperature gradients in the cold leg since it only 

represents and single liquid field in any given node.  In this situation, RELAP5 
tends to predict an averaged behavior.  The RELAP5 calculations of cold leg 
temperatures in ROSA generally fall within the temperature distribution 
measured in the cold leg.  As consistently seen in the experimental data, the 
downcomer is well-mixed. The large temperature gradients in the cold leg do not 
translate to corresponding temperature variations in the downcomer.  This is 
attributable to large eddy mixing occurring in the downcomer.  As noted, 
RELAP5 comparisons with ROSA experiments for downcomer temperature 
show excellent accuracy (RELAP5 ~4°C conservative). 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #49 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: ROSA tests also had flow reversal in cold legs (3-5, 3-6) that RELAP5 did not 

predict? 
 

Staff Response: There is no physical reason for reverse flow. The experimental data are from 
venturi flow meters located in the cold leg loop seals.  The RELAP5 calculations 
are believed to be accurate.  The flow measurements are believed to be inaccurate 
under two-phase, low-flow conditions, where there may be a zero-shift.  In 
practice, there is back flow from the ECC injection locations to the loop seal 
region, where there is fluid-fluid mixing.  However, there is no cold leg to cold 
leg loop flow between pairs of parallel cold legs attached to a single steam 
generator. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #50 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: RELAP5 overpredicted semiscale flows. That could due to smaller loss 

coefficients or higher interfacial mass transfer. Is this effect factored in 
uncertainty analyses? 

 

Staff Response: The purpose of the particular SEMISCALE experiments was to evaluate natural 
circulation flows under reduced primary system inventory conditions.  The 
experiment was run without a break in the system, with the inventory reduced in 
steps.  The overprediction of mass flow rate in the RELAP5 calculation of two-
phase natural circulation is a result of overprediction of interphase drag under 
bubbly flow conditions.  Two-phase natural circulation was included in the set of 
assessment cases because it was included in the original PTS PIRT, but is not 
particularly significant, since this heat transfer regime exists only for short times, 
and has essentially no impact on system pressure, downcomer temperature, and 
downcomer heat transfer.  
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #51 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: Heat transfer coefficient is based on Dittus Boelter and that is for pipes for fully 

developed flow. Downcomer flow is different and may have counter current flow 
due to mixed-convection. How much is the uncertainty in applying Dittus Boelter 
correlation? 

 

Staff Response: For the conditions of interest to PTS, RELAP5 applies Churchill-Chu free 
convection heat transfer modeling and Dittus-Boelter for higher velocity forced 
convection conditions (it applies the maximum of the two models).  The flow 
velocities seen in experiments in UPTF, APEX, and Creare are substantially 
higher (0.3 to1.5 m/s) than might be applicable to mixed-convection conditions.  
Therefore, a low-flow mixed-convection condition does not apply to the 
downcomer [Bessette]. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

B-66 
 

Reply to Reviewer Comment #52 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: It is not clear how average downcomer temperature (averaged over space and 

10,000s time period) will provide the uncertainty in the Tdc prediction? How is 
this information used?  

 

Staff Response: Sensitivity studies were run with RELAP5 utilizing the PTS PIRT.  The studies 
varied both boundary conditions and physical models.  Each parameter was 
varied from its nominal, or best estimate value, to and upper and lower value, 
based on the uncertainty of the particular parameter.  These sensitivity studies 
were performed one parameter at a time.  The downcomer temperature was 
chosen as the figure of merit for these calculations.  Temperature is the most 
important factor influencing the conditional probability of vessel failure, as 
compared to pressure and heat transfer coefficient, ergo its selection.  The 
downcomer temperature was averaged over the 10,000s time duration of the 
calculation.  The importance of each parameter was measured by its affect on the 
time-averaged value of downcomer temperature, over the 10,000s of the 
calculation.  This choice of 10,000s as the time-averaging interval is subjective, 
but is reasonable given the timing of vessel failure for the spectrum of PTS 
sequences analyzed.  Some sequences had peak failure probabilities as early as 
350s, while others had peak failure probabilities occurring at approximately 
7500s.   

 

 The time-averaged downcomer temperature was used as the importance measure 
for each parameter that was evaluated through the sensitivity studies.  From this, 
a computer code was used to combine all the parameters using Monte Carlo 
methods to generate an uncertainty distribution for each PRA bin of PTS 
sequences.  From this distribution of temperatures, discrete event sequences were 
selected that, as calculated by RELAP5, represent the range of outcomes that 
characterized each bin.  The total probability of sequences that fell within the bin, 
as defined by PRA, was subdivided and apportioned.  The multiple RELAP5 runs 
were used to characterize the bin.   

 

 Further description of the basis for the 10,000s interval is given in Section 6.9 of 
this report and in [Chang]. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #53 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: The conduction model in RELAP5 affects the temperature and heat transfer 

coefficients. PFM also performs conduction calculations using these as boundary 
conditions. Are there any differences in conduction models in two codes and how 
they affect the temperature/ stress prediction in the wall?  

 

Staff Response: The RELAP5 conduction equation has a feedback effect on the determination of 
the convective heat transfer coefficient.  This was evaluated by performing vessel 
wall nodalization sensitivity studies.  FAVOR solves the conduction equation 
itself and does not utilize the RELAP5 conduction modeling.  FAVOR has been 
benchmarked against ABAQUS, with excellent agreement [Dickson 03b]. 
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 Reply to Reviewer Comment #54 
 

Comment made by: Rohatgi 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: RELAP5 assessment reports indicated a PIRT. However, it will be useful if the 

report could show that the assessment tests were connected to high-ranking 
phenomena 

 
Staff Response: This information is addressed in Section 6.7 of this report.    
 
 
Comment: Ranging of parameters for high-ranking phenomena, were done but it is not clear 

how assessments contributed to the ranges. 
 

Staff Response: The phenomena evaluated as part of the uncertainty analysis were convective 
heat transfer, accumulator injection, break flow, and natural circulation.  
Convective heat transfer was varied by 30%.  The Henry-Fauske break flow 
modeling was ranged by 30%, which is a generally accepted value.  The 
accumulator injection was varied by varying the pressure 50 psi, to encompass 
the uncertainty in pressure and flow modeling.  Natural circulation was varied by 
change the loop resistance by factors of 0.5 and 2.  Additional sensitivity studies 
were performed with respect to vessel wall heat conduction, convection heat 
transfer, and upper plenum/downcomer bypass flow.  Additional assessment and 
analysis were performed with respect to steam generator heat transfer, 
condensation, and flow distribution and mixing in the cold legs and downcomer. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #55 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: It would have been helpful to have seen a summary that highlights the 

uncertainties in the input to the thermal-hydraulics, the uncertainties in the input 
to the structural mechanics and the final failure probability and uncertainty 
resulting from the structural mechanics output for a few key transients.  

 
Staff Response: Section 3.2 of this report was added to address this question.  This section 

describes how uncertainties are addressed in PRA, TH, and PFM analyses and 
how these uncertainties are “propagated” through the analyses. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #56 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: Arguments were given as to why the LOCA is more important than the events 

previously thought to dominate initiators. The basis for this surprising outcome is 
the role of the “subcool meter”. Before I become a proponent of this view, I will 
need to learn more about “subcool meters”. Here I only need to remind you of 
TMI and the temperature measurements available in the control room during the 
accident. 

 
Staff Response: The reasons for the importance of LOCAs versus secondary side failures include 

the following:  (1) LOCAs produce severe cooldowns that have relatively high 
conditional probabilities of failure (CPFs); (2) operators cannot mitigate 
cooldown of medium and large LOCAs (coolant injection is required to prevent 
core damage); and (3) operators have little time to respond to stuck-open safety 
relief valves that reclose.  A subcooling meter reduces the importance (i.e., the 
frequency) of scenarios involving secondary side failures by providing operators 
with information that can be used to distinguish between and respond to the 
events, thus reducing human failure probabilities.  Also, current fracture 
mechanics calculations indicate that secondary side failures are less important.  
The role and use of subcooling meters was also discussed at the peer review 
meeting on May 10–12, 2004.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #57 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: Both the wall flux and the time rate of change of the interface temperature are 

strong functions of the time history and magnitude of the heat transfer coefficient 
and fluid temperature. To show whether or not the heat transfer coefficient is 
important or not is a simple exercise whose solution can be found in any good 
book on conduction (e.g., Carslaw and Jaeger). Studies in the earlier visit to the 
PTS issue showed that the values of the heat transfer coefficient calculated using 
correlations now in the codes like RELAP5 fell midway between the wall 
conduction limit (very high heat transfer coefficient) and the convective limit 
(low heat transfer coefficient). The relationship between the heat transfer 
coefficient and failure probability for the base case was very steep.  

 
Staff Response: This comment is addressed in Sections 6.8 and 9.1 of this report, and in 

[Bessette].  Additional analyses have been performed showing the role of 
convective heat transfer coefficient and the sensitivity of vessel failure 
predictions to heat transfer modeling and uncertainty.  



 
 

B-72 
 

Reply to Reviewer Comment #58 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: The twenty two phenomena were reduced to seven for consideration in 

determining the bounds or uncertainty in the thermal-hydraulic analysis. The heat 
transfer coefficient was ranked tenth leaving it out of further consideration. It 
was then argued that previous work and RELAP5/MOD3 development 
assessments had shown it to be adequate to predict these phenomena. For overall 
behavior, this may be true. Unfortunately, the downcomer has not received much 
attention in the past. Many facilities used a small pipe to represent the 
downcomer and for others it was a very thin annulus. Further, with the focus 
being on the core, the downcomer was seldom well enough instrumented to yield 
much meaningful data.  

 
Staff Response:  See response to Comment #57. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #59 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: RELAP5/MOD3 with cross flow junctions in the downcomer is described and 

noted as an improvement (over what I do not know) for computation of flows in 
the downcomer. The use of cross flow junctions to represent multidimensional 
flow has long been known to yield erroneous results unless the cross flow is 
essentially zero. This issue was addressed more than twenty years ago by the 
ACRS. The COMMIX code was the CFD code of choice for more detailed 
studies. The amount of numerical mixing generated by the COMMIX code is 
difficult to quantify and it is not known if this was done. Another code mentioned 
was REMIX. REMIX is a simple multi-stage mixing code and is a reasonable 
tool but needs some comparison with experimental data for corroboration. The 
mixing parameters, and their uncertainties, used in REMIX can be estimated. 
These can in turn be used to estimate the uncertainty in temperature at various 
locations in the downcomer. This is promised in the PIRT report. 

 
Staff Response: The base case PTS calculations were performed with a multi-channel 

downcomer.  This modeling has been found to provide a better representation of 
important phenomena.  Specifically, the two-dimensional representation of the 
downcomer allows a degree of freedom not possible with a one-dimensional 
model.  This provide a more stable calculation of flows in the different cold legs, 
and permits flow recirculation in the downcomer, with some degree of similitude 
to that observed in integral system experiments.   

 
Sensitivity calculations were performed for Palisades comparing the base case 
two-dimensional downcomer with a one-dimensional downcomer.  The 
comparisons between the one-dimensional and two-dimensional downcomer are 
for the most part very similar for hot leg breaks.  For cold leg breaks, however, 
the one-dimensional downcomer model had warmer temperatures, since the 
nodalization forced more cold ECC injection to be bypassed out the broken cold 
leg.  This tendency was nonconservative.   
 
CFD codes in use to day have better turbulence modeling capability and less 
numerical mixing than the COMMIX code of 15 years ago. 
 
REMIX has been extensively assessed against the available separate effects 
experimental data base for fluid-fluid mixing, including UPTF, HDR, Creare, 
Purdue, and IVO [NUREG/CR-5677].  The code is shown to be conservative in 
its predictions of plume strength in the downcomer.  REMIX was used to 
calculate flow stagnation mixing and temperature distributions for Palisades 
[Bessette].  REMIX models the downcomer as the decay of a free plume in an 
otherwise well-mixed downcomer.  It does not represent the large eddy 
circulation evident in the integral systems experiments.  Therefore, it is 
conservative with respect to the downcomer mixing processes.   
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Together, the separate effects and integral system experiments and code 
calculations present a consistent picture.  The available information shows that 
the uniform temperature distribution assumption is a valid simplifying 
approximation.  This is discussed further in [Bessette]. 

 
Comment: What should be done to obtain an estimate of the heat transfer coefficient and its 

uncertainty is another matter. Because the process is mixed-convection, the 
resulting heat transfer coefficient depends on both the wall temperature and the 
fluid temperature. 

 
Staff Response: See response to Comment #57.  Mixed convection is not relevant to downcomer 

conditions during PTS scenarios. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #60 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: RELAP5 is a one-dimensional code developed with focus on LOCA events and 

the core of the reactor. In this case the vessel annulus is the dominant component 
of the event and the thermal-hydraulics in the annulus has never been the subject 
of much scrutiny. There have been surprises every time data becomes available. 
The French search for vibration sources in the thermal shield area led to the 
realization that there significant recirculation eddies exist under normal operating 
conditions. These are not important when heat transfer is not an issue. When data 
became available from the German contribution to the 2D/3D program, the 
annulus again produced surprises.  

 
Staff Response: The assessment carried out in support of the PTS evaluation was focused on 

downcomer behavior, specifically temperature distribution.  This included 2D/3D 
UPTF data on fluid-fluid mixing and condensation.  Evaluation of integral 
system experimental data show extensive large eddy mixing processes 
(significant recirculation eddies) in the downcomer, indicating that the 
downcomer is will mixed.  The result is that the temperature nonuniformity in the 
downcomer is on the order of 5°C.  RELAP5 calculations of PTS scenarios 
provide similar (5°C) temperature variation in the downcomer.  Downcomer 
velocities calculated by RELAP5 are consistent with the experimental data.  
 
Together, the separate effects and integral system experiments and code 
calculations present a consistent picture.  The available information shows that 
the uniform temperature distribution assumption is a valid simplifying 
approximation.  The results show that there are no plumes of any practical 
significance.  Temperature nonuniformity in the downcomer is small (on the 
order of 5°C) and is similar between RELAP5 and the experimental data.  
Furthermore, this temperature nonuniformity is within the uncertainty (10°C) of 
RELAP5 to predict averaged downcomer temperature.  Therefore, further 
consideration of nonuniform temperature effects is not technically warranted. 
This is discussed further in [Bessette]. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #61 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: When one uses a code like RELAP5, one needs to be suspicious and unsure of 

the results and a self avowed systems engineer cannot do this. There were others 
like Rex Shumway who supported the work but it is not clear to what extent. I 
was sent the section of NUREG/CR-5535-V4 that deals with heat transfer 
coefficient calculation as a follow up to earlier questions. In the report, mixed-
convection is mentioned on pages 4-70 and 4-71 and then never seen again. For 
most calculations, RELAP5/MOD3 simply uses the Dittus-Boelter correlation. 
There is some discussion of the expected uncertainties in the heat transfer 
coefficient. It is noted that the correlation is ±25% for some cases. The 
correlation was developed for pipe flow and needs to be corrected when used for 
other geometries. There are adjustments noted for use in rod bundles but not for 
an annulus. Without considering mixed-convection, a minimum uncertainty 
would be 25%. This is larger than was used.  

 

Staff Response: For the conditions of interest to PTS, RELAP5 applies the maximum of 
Churchill-Chu free convection and Dittus-Boelter for more turbulent forced 
convection flows.  This is discussed in Section 9.1, in [Bessette], and in our 
response to Comment #6.  Additional analyses have been performed showing the 
role of convective heat transfer coefficient and the sensitivity of vessel failure 
predictions to heat transfer modeling and uncertainty.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #62 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: RELAP5 gives an average temperature of some type, not a real value with the 

correct spatial distribution. We were told that the oscillations in temperature are 
important yet the RELAP5 results are given in 15 second intervals. It was not 
clear what was done with the intermediate points when the Probabilistic Fracture 
Mechanics (PFM) is done. When asked if this is conservative or not we were 
essentially told that it was sometimes one way and sometimes another. I frankly 
do not know what to do with information like this. Further, PFM is supplied with 
average pressure, temperature and heat transfer calculations evaluated at 15 sec 
intervals. The averages are over the entire internal vessel wall. Again, there is no 
way to decide whether this is conservative or pessimistic. It certainly is not best 
estimate.   

 
Staff Response: Sensitivity studies were performed comparing the reporting frequency of 30s 

with 1s.  Additional sensitivity studies were performed with an edit frequency of 
1s, whereby the RELAP5 output was averaged over time intervals of 1s, 5s, and 
10s.  Negligible effects of edit frequency and of averaging were seen among the 
sensitivity cases; additionally, the results indicated neither systematic biases, 
either conservative or nonconservative.  The results of these sensitivity studies 
are reported in Section 9.1 of this report and in [Bessette]. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #63 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: The question becomes what to use from RELAP5 and how. One could plot a 

smooth curve above and below the RELAP5 predicted oscillating temperature 
and use both in a PFM analysis and see what the result is as a function of the 
frequency of oscillation between the two. If the results are not much different, 
then this is not a problem. This has been evaluated in part. The argument is that 
the h is well above 2500 and so the process is conduction limited. There are 
however circumstances where the pumps are off and natural circulation flows are 
low and the value of the heat transfer coefficient drops to 200 to 300. Many of 
the graphs in the material supplied shows values in this lower range. In this 
region, mixed-convection will become very important. It would be helpful to 
know what cases led to low h and where mixed-convection could be important.  

 
Staff Response: This is discussed in Section 9.1 and in [Bessette].  Additional analyses have been 

performed showing the role of convective heat transfer coefficient and the 
sensitivity of vessel failure predictions to heat transfer modeling and uncertainty.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #64 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: The uncertainty analysis did not include h as a parameter yet they included heat 

capacity. This is very unsettling and maybe that I missed something. I will 
review the appropriate reports and comment again if necessary.  

 
Staff Response:  See response to Comment #63. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #65 
 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: The basis for the experimental data chosen to validate or tune the code needs 

further amplification and justification.  Need to be sure some of the tests have 
measured velocities in the downcomer, or at least enough data to back it out. No 
wall temperatures were measured in any of the past experiments with the 
exception of UPTF.  This effort should have led to delineation of what was 
needed to evaluate the thermal-hydraulic uncertainties needed to evaluate 
uncertainties for a particular transient. 

 
Staff Response: The rationale for the RELAP5 assessment is described in Section 6.7 and in 

[Bessette].  RELAP5 assessment included comparison with experimental data 
from UPTF and APEX.  In addition, data from Creare were reviewed, where 
velocities were measured in the downcomer.  RELAP5 has been compared with 
CFD calculations to compare velocity predictions.  The data show a substantial 
enhancement (factor of 20) in downcomer superficial flows.  An integrated 
assessment of RELAP5 predictions of downcomer heat transfer coefficient show 
them to be consistently conservative or realistic.  No nonconservatisms were 
found in RELAP’s estimates of heat transfer coefficient [Bessette].  
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #66 

 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: When bin uncertainties are discussed, the uncertainties are the result of slightly 

different cases being put in the same bin. This has nothing to do with code 
uncertainty. Within one of these bins, the code uncertainty should be shown to 
complete the argument. If the code uncertainty is well within the bin uncertainty, 
then the code is good enough. This has yet to be done.  

 
Staff Response: Code uncertainty has been shown to be much less than “bin uncertainty.”  This is 

described in Sections 6.8 and 9.1, and in [Bessette].  In fact, a given bin includes 
a broad range of transients, as expressed in terms of downcomer temperature and 
system pressure.  As shown in the main report, it is the variation within a bin that 
dominates the characterization of thermal-hydraulic uncertainty.  This follows 
from the fact that thermal-hydraulic analysis is a function of boundary conditions 
as well as processes occurring within the control volume. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #67 

 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: When the analysis was done it was assumed that there were no synergistic 

effects. One uncertainty at a time was assumed and then its impact was 
calculated. Only the impact on temperature was evaluated. This could be done 
because the inner vessel wall is around 3% of the total area. The question of how 
well the temperature in the downcomer can be calculated is yet to be evaluated. 

 
Staff Response: The validity of RELAP5 predictions of downcomer temperature was established 

by comparing the code with a variety of integral system experimental data.  The 
code was shown to predict downcomer temperatures with excellent accuracy 
(i.e., within 1%).  Details are found in [Fletcher]. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #68 

 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: Much of what was done is unsettling. For example, putting in a check valve 

between computational volumes in RELAP5 to stop what appears to be improper 
recirculation seems to beg the issue. If the code cannot get the flow direction 
right, how can one have faith in the temperature predictions. 

 
Staff Response: A check valve was not used in the cold leg.  Rather, the loss coefficient for flow 

in the reverse direction was introduced in the Oconee and Palisades models.  The 
issue involves circulation through identical, parallel pipes in a piping network.  
For the current PTS analysis, the relevance of this problem is limited to the 
modeling of the cold leg regions of plants with two hot legs and four cold legs, 
namely plants of Babcock and Wilcox (B&W) and Combustion Engineering 
(CE) designs.  In these plants, the cold legs are identical, in modeling terms.  The 
concern arises in the absence of significant physical driving potential (i.e., 
pressure) for flow.   

 
The cold leg flow circulation problem was identified initially during the Oconee 
analysis of the original PTS study (NUREG/CR-3761, pp. 88–90).  The 
conclusion at the time (1984) was that, once initiated, this cold leg circulating 
flow was physical.  Temperature differences in the cold leg fluid can, under 
certain conditions, provide a physical driving head to begin circulating flow.   
The physical mechanism begins with the injection of cold water into both cold 
legs between the reactor coolant pumps and reactor vessel.  Mixing of the cold 
leg fluids can occur both in the reactor vessel downcomer and in the steam 
generator outlet plenum that is shared by the two cold legs.  Because the cold 
legs are liquid filled, an incipient asymmetry can cause an imbalance in 
otherwise equal cold legs.  The force balance may grow until flow reverses in 
one cold leg, with the adjacent cold leg then carrying both flows.  In this 
situation, the fluid temperatures in the vertical sections of the cold legs are 
different, creating a buoyancy driving head that can sustain the circulating flow.  
Investigation into the numerical initiator indicated that flow first begins as a 
result of round-off errors (in the last digitally-stored significant digits) in the 
pressure solutions at the ends of the identical pipes.  The numerical initiator is, 
therefore, judged to be unavoidable when using a digital thermal-hydraulic 
systems code.  

 
The additional damping was introduced to prevent undue circulation.  If 
circulation were present in a calculation, the effect would be to introduce an 
additional mixing process that, in this case, is more numerically induced rather 
than physical. This causes higher downcomer temperatures.  Since higher 
temperatures may be nonconservative, the damping employed eliminated a 
potential nonconservatism. In fact, comparisons with data show the introduction 
of reverse damping produces a conservatism since it precludes the loop seals as a 
mixing volume, when in fact the loop seals participate in the mixing process. 
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It should be recalled that the accuracy of RELAP5 to predict downcomer 
temperatures was established through comparison with experimental data. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #69 

 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: We heard arguments about binning, event uncertainties and how this made the 

thermal-hydraulic uncertainties insignificant. It is not a good policy to mix the 
uncertainties from one type of analysis with another. Uncertainties arising from 
the PRA become uncertainties in the boundary and initial conditions used in 
RELAP5. 

 
Staff Response: A better justification to our treatment of uncertainties in both the PRA and TH 

areas appears in Section 3.2 and 6.9 of this report.   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #70 

 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: There is a missing part to the story we heard. The PIRT should have led to 

statements about processes that are important. Comparisons of code predictions 
with data from facilities that have been shown (by a scaling analysis) to be 
relevant then lead to knowledge of the uncertainties in the predictions. The 
uncertainty in a code prediction needs to be evaluated by itself. Application to a 
plant with appropriate consideration of operational uncertainties then yields the 
value and uncertainty of the final result.  

 
Staff Response: This is discussed in [Bessette].   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #71 

 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: As a final comment, mixed-convection was not considered. As pointed out in my 

earlier note on this aspect of the PTS analysis, mixed-convection is very 
important and relatively low values of the natural convection effect can increase 
the heat transfer coefficient significantly. This could lead to a systematic 
underestimate of the potential for PTS. 

 
Staff Response: This is discussed in Sections 6.8 and 9.1, and in [Bessette].  Mixed-convection is 

not relevant to conditions in the downcomer (see response to Comment #65).   
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #72 

 

Comment made by: Catton 
 
Reply by: SMSAB 
 
Comment: The advances in PFM since PTS was last addressed appear to be significant. 

When PTS was last addressed, the major uncertainties were in the PFM. It 
appears as if this has changed and that the values and uncertainties can be 
evaluated subject only to the uncertainties in the thermal-hydraulics. It came as 
some surprise, however, that the LOCA is a dominant contributor to the PTS risk. 

 
Staff Response: We agree that substantial progress has been made in PFM since the previous 

study.  This earlier study did not consider large-break LOCAs, which are an 
important contributor. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #73 

 
Comment made by: Schultz 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: During the May 10-11, 2004 meeting the Peer Review panel Dr. Schultz 

commented that he felt the staff’s proposed use of the Regulatory Guide 1.99 
Revision 3 fluence attenuation function might be nonconservative relative to data 
of which he was aware.  After the meeting the staff e-mailed Dr. Schultz to gain 
more information about and, hopefully, resolve the comment.  In response Dr. 
Schultz’s colleague, Dr. Uwe Jendrich, sent the staff a number of references on 
through-wall property measurements.  Upon reviewing the references, the staff 
sent Dr. Jendrich the following response: 

 
June 16th, 2004 
 
Dr. Jendrich - 
 
After reading over the references you sent it seems that this may all be a big misunderstanding (of which I 
am probably the source,  so I apologize for that).  It had been my understanding that Dr. Schultz 
expressed concern with our use of the Reg Guide 1.99 Rev. 2 attenuation function in our PTS 
reevaluation project because - and I THOUGHT this was what Dr. Schultz said - he claimed that data 
exist that show the RG attenuation function to be nonconservative (i.e., it OVER-predict the amount by 
which fluence, and therefore Charpy shift, attenuates with depth into the RPV wall).  However, Fig 30 
from your reference KUS-90 (on Gundremmigen) clearly shows the opposite to be the case: the RG 
prediction is CONSERVATIVE relative to the data because it UNDER-predicts the amount by which 
Charpy shift attenuates with depth into the RPV wall.  Moreover, a report prepared recently by Colin 
English for [English 02] EPRI reaches the same conclusion (that if anything the RG attenuation function 
provides CONSERVATIVE (i.e., low) estimates of Charpy attenuation) based on a wider body of 
experimental evidence (see especially the figures on page A-38 of the attached document). 
 
Did I mis-understand Dr. Shultz’s original comment or am I reading the graphs wrong?  I would greatly 
appreciate your help in resolving this matter.   
 
Thanks very much, 
 
Mark 
 
Following this e-mail Drs. Jendrich and Schultz replied as follows: 
 
Dear Mr. Kirk 
 
After discussion of Mr. Schulz and myself we just want to give you some answers to your questions. In 
fact, there might be some misunderstanding about the through-wall attenuation.  
 
We think there is no doubt that there is an attenuation of fluence through the wall and the fluence factor 
given in RG 1.99 Rev. 2 can be considered as conservative, since it gives a pretty flat curve, even flatter 
than most evaluations of dpa attenuation. Furthermore, we think that it reflects present knowledge that a 
corresponding decrease in irradiation induced embrittlement within a homogeneous material should 
be expected. The current IAEA programme (also cited in the EPRI report on page vi, NRC apparently 
planned some participation) to validate damage attenuation may result in a further step of verification of 
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this. We also go along with Colin English et al. in that EPRI report that due to the large changes in 
spectrum you might rather use dpa than fast fluence as irradiation parameter. You just need a proper 
fluence - dpa correlation for the material in question.  
 
However, regarding the post irradiation material properties of trepans of real RPVs, they show a different 
picture of the through-wall trends. They show that material inhomogeneity might strongly influence or 
even override the attenuation effect. This may be due to initial properties or uneven distribution of 
chemical elements enhancing embrittlement like Cu, P, Ni and Mn. And this might be the case particularly 
for the older vessels. This point of view may be a little more explicit, but basically in accordance with the 
conclusions of the EPRI report, see pages 3-17 and A-59. 
 
Besides you mentioned the comparison of the Gundremmingen-A results with the RG 1.99 in KUS 90, 
figure 30. In fact this figure shows, that the RG 1.99, Rev.2 attenuation function is largely conservative. 
However, if the L-T orientation of the same trepan had been taken (see figure 15 of the same paper and 
pages 3-14ff of the EPRI report), the result would have been different, particularly if the starting point was 
the temperature shift at the depth of a ¼ wall thickness, i.e., the location, where the surveillance 
specimens usually come from. Again, we think to be fully in agreement with the conclusion of the EPRI 
report, that “in evaluating vessel embrittlement, the effect of any variations in start-of-life properties or 
chemical compositions must be taken into account”. The question remains, of course, how to deal with 
this demand in case of a vessel in operation, where these data are usually not available.  
Finally, there might be some (probably minor) effects, causing an unfavorable bias of the irradiation 
induced embrittlement near the outer surface of the RPV wall with respect to the inner part: 

• Lower (irradiation) temperature near the outer surface. 
• A possible flux effect, which might result in higher irradiation induced shift for the same fluence at 

lower flux. This effect is still under discussion, however, there were some substantial results 
presented recently at the last IAEA Specialists’ Meeting (24 to 28 May 2004 at Gus Khrustalny 
(near Moscow)) supporting the hypothesis, that there is a significant effect for materials with Cu 
contents larger than some 0.15%. Unfortunately, the CD with the papers has not yet been 
distributed, so I cannot send you any papers. However, you might contact W. Server/ATI or R. 
Nanstad/ORNL, who also attended the meeting. 

 
In conclusion, It might be physically justified to use an attenuation function for fluence or dpa to evaluate 
through-wall properties, since attenuation doubtless takes place. However, we still consider it reasonably 
careful to use constant through-wall properties (based on the surveillance programme results from the 
depth of a ¼ wall thickness) for the integrity analysis, because of the variability in through-wall properties 
shown by the results from trepans from real RPVs and the possible bias counteracting the fluence 
attenuation. 
 
With best regards 
Uwe Jendrich, jed@grs.de  
 
Staff Response: Based on this email exchange it became clear that Dr. Schultz’s comment did not 

pertain to nonconservatism in the Regulatory Guide 1.99 Revision 2 attenuation 
function itself, but to the potential nonconservatisms that could arise if use of that 
attenuation function (which Drs. Schultz and Jendrich state in their letter is 
conservative) attributable to the variability of chemical composition and initial 
unirradiated toughness through the vessel wall.  In response, we would like to 
point out that the overall uncertainty in chemical composition and in initial 
unirradiated toughness is explicitly modeled in FAVOR, and that the magnitude 
of the uncertainty that we assume to be associated with these variables is larger 
than is characteristic of any individual weld, plate, or forging, so our treatment 
can be regarded as conservative (see Appendix D of [EricksonKirk-PFM] and 
Section 4.2.2.2 of [EricksonKirk-SS] for details).  Additionally, FAVOR models 
the through-wall variability in chemical composition that can be characteristic of 
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welds (see Section 4.3.2 of [EricksonKirk-PFM]).  Finally, we note that the 
approach proposed by Drs. Schultz and Jendrich in their paragraph above that 
begins “in conclusion” is inconsistent with a best estimate approach (and 
unnecessarily conservative) because it intentionally ignores a measurable and 
well-recognized physical phenomena. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #74 

 

Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: To better understand the differences between this study and the basis of the 

current PTS Rule it would be useful to have a comparative summary. 
 
Staff Response: See Section 4.2.1 of this report.  This section contains a summary of major 

differences between this investigation and the investigations that provided the 
basis of the current PTS Rule.  This section indicates where these changes are 
discussed in detail, either in this report or in other supporting documents. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #75 

 

Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: MEB 
 
Comment: To better understand the PFM results it would be useful to see examples where 

the progress of a crack through the vessel wall is tracked. 
 
Staff Response: See Appendix F of this report. 
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Reply to Reviewer Comment #76 

 

Comment made by: Murley 
 
Reply by: MEB, PRAB, and SMSAB 
 
Comment: What is the justification for selecting only 3000 seconds and 6000 seconds as the 

only possible reclosure times for transients involving stuck-open safety valves?  
Why is this rather coarse discretization an adequate representation of the 
continuum of possible events?   

 
Staff Response: As detailed in Section 8.5.3.2 of this report, valve reclosure is a random event 

that can occur at any time after the transient begins.  In our model we have 
discretized this continuum into two possibilities: reclosure at 3000 and 6000 
seconds.  These possibilities were selected recognizing that the severity of the 
transient varies with valve reclosure time.  Up to some time transient severity 
will increase with increasing time before reclosure because the temperature of the 
primary system is dropping (which reduces the fracture toughness), while the 
thermal stresses are still climbing (because the cool-down is continuing).  
However, once the RCS has reached its minimum temperature (established by the 
temperature of the HPI water) the severity of the event will begin to reduce 
because the thermal stresses will begin to decline.  The 6000-second reclosure 
time was selected to (approximately) coincide with the time of maximum 
transient severity because it is at (approximately) this time that the RCS 
temperature is reaching its minimum value.  The potential for valve reclosure 
after very long times (in excess of 7200 seconds, or 2 hours) were not considered 
because by that time operators would have initiated new procedures.  Since the 
operator’s objective is to stop the transient (stop dumping irradiated primary 
system water into containment) they would likely depressurize the steam 
generators by opening the steam dump valves to cool the secondary side, and 
they would start low-pressure injection so that they could shut off HPI.  These 
actions change the nature of the transient, making it more benign.  Also they 
change the probability of operator error.  The 3000-second reclosure time was 
selected because it is not reasonable to assume that all valve reclosures will occur 
at the worst possible time.   

 
 In response to this comment we performed a sensitivity study based on Palisades 

Transient 65 at 60 EFPY.  Transient 65 (the most risk-significant stuck-open 
valve/reclosure case for Palisades) involves one stuck-open pressurizer safety 
relief valve that recloses at 6000 sec after the valve sticks open.  Containment 
spray is assumed not to actuate, and no operator actions are modeled.  In our 
sensitivity study we varied the valve reclosure time from 3000 seconds through 
14000 seconds.  The effect of these valve reclosure times on the conditional 
probability of crack initiation (CPI) and on the conditional probability of vessel 
failure (CPF) by through-wall cracking are illustrated in the figure on the 
following page.  These results demonstrate the significant effect of varying 
reclosure time between 3000 and 6000 seconds where an increase in CPF of 
~200-fold is seen.  Conversely, the increase of CPF between 6000 seconds and 
the peak value is only an additional factor of ~2.  Based on this information, use 
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of our model where all possible valve reclosure times was discretized into two 
possibilities (reclosure at 3000 and 6000 seconds) was deemed adequate for the 
following reasons: 

(1) The aim of this investigation is to provide a “best estimate” model, not a 
“worst case” model.  As such, it is important that enough valve reclosure 
times be modeled to capture the effect shown in the graph below, not that the 
peak value be captured.   

(2) The time of peak CPF is likely to vary slightly from transient to transient and 
from plant to plant due to differences in valve sizes, charging rates, etc.  For 
some of the other cases modeled, CPF may peak closer to 6000 seconds than 
for the one particular case studied here in detail. 

(3) As detailed in the first paragraph of the “staff response,” valve reclosure at 
very long times need not be considered because these are effectively different 
transients than the stuck-open valve/reclosure case being modeled here. 

 

PFM analysis results for 
Palisades transient 65 (primary side valve closure) 

evaluated @ 60 EFPY 

for various valve closure times 
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The following pages provide the final comments 
made by the review panel following receipt of the 

draft version of this report and all supporting 
documents (see Figure 4.1), and the staff’s related 
responses.  While the reviewers’ final comments 
have been reformatted, they appear otherwise 

unaltered.   
 

The portion of the reviewer’s comments to which the 
staff is responding is indicated by highlighted text.  
The staff replies can be found in boxed text that 

follows the comment made by the reviewer.   



 
 

B-97 
 

Final comments made by reviewer Murley 
 
PEER REVIEW OF THE PTS TECHNICAL BASIS 
Thomas E. Murley 
Prepared for NRC Office of Research 
November, 2004 
 
1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
This report summarizes my comments based on a review of most of the large amount of PTS material 
provided to the peer review panel. 
 
The NRC research staff is to be congratulated for producing the breadth and quality of world class PTS 
research represented by this material.  Specifically, there are greatly expanded PRA analyses of PTS 
events, comprehensive thermal-hydraulic calculations of the many classes of PTS transients, improved 
PFM methods and much new materials data, especially on flaw distributions and flaw sizes in reactor 
pressure vessels.   
 
The issue of pressurized thermal shock is one of the most complex safety issues to analyze for light water 
reactors, because it involves the integration of several technical disciplines and safety questions, and the 
ultimate failure mode of a through-wall vessel crack has never been experienced in an operating reactor 
pressure vessel.  It is clear that today’s understanding of PTS phenomena is much greater than when the 
original PTS analyses were done in the early 1980’s.  Current estimates of the RPV failure probability 
suggest that they are substantially lower than thought twenty years ago.  The NRC research staff’s 
primary conclusion is that the PTS regulation (10 CFR 50.61) has a large degree of conservatism and that 
current methods and data support the potential relaxation of the regulation to remove some of the 
unnecessary conservatism.  I agree with that conclusion.   
 
The staff has chosen for its safety metric the surrogate parameter through-wall crack frequency (TWCF) 
which they equate to core damage frequency.  The logic of their overall approach to calculating TWCF is 
shown in Figure 3.1 of draft NUREG-1806, and I find that approach to be reasonable.  The main blocks of 
that approach are (a) PRA Event Sequence Analysis, (b) Thermal-Hydraulic Analysis, and (c) 
Probabilistic Fracture Analysis.  While I have some issues and concerns with each of these areas of 
analysis, these concerns do not rise to the level that would seriously challenge the logic of the overall 
approach or the general validity of the PRA, TH or PFM calculational methods.  Rather, I believe these 
concerns can best be dealt with by a conservative approach to revising the PTS Rule.  This is discussed 
later in my report. 
 

Staff response:  In Chapter 10, we conservatively equate through-wall cracking with a large 
early release, not with core damage. 

 
As one might expect in a comprehensive analysis of an issue as complex as pressurized thermal shock, 
there remain areas of uncertainty, known conservatisms and apparent nonconservatisms.  But reasonable 
regulatory assurance does not require absolute assurance, and NRC has regulated nuclear reactor safety 
over the years in the face of many kinds of technical uncertainties.  Accordingly, I believe this PTS 
analysis can serve as the basis for further regulatory action to revise 10 CFR 50.61.   
 
I understand the purpose of this peer review is to help the NRC research staff produce a robust technical 
basis for any changes in the current PTS Rule.  Therefore, the peer review panel can have particular value 
in looking for flawed analyses and overlooked phenomena.  It is in that spirit that many of the comments 
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in the following sections are directed at areas where there may be errors, gaps or nonconservatisms in the 
analysis.   
 
2.  PRA EVENT SEQUENCE ANALYSIS 
 
The safety risk posed by pressurized thermal shock of reactor pressure vessels was not known at the time 
WASH-1400 was published in 1975.  Later, when the PTS Rule was developed in the early 1980’s, there 
were some rudimentary probabilistic calculations made but the staff at that time cautioned against using 
them to derive licensing requirements.  The large uncertainties in probabilistic evaluations at the time led 
the staff to use them to estimate the level of safety rather than attempt to derive licensing requirements 
from the probabilistic results.  Subsequent to the rule being published, there was a general feeling that as 
long as a plant’s reactor vessel was below the screening criteria the TWCF was acceptably low and, 
therefore, detailed PRA studies of PTS risk were not warranted.   
 
The current NRC reevaluation of the PTS Rule is therefore the most comprehensive attempt to identify 
and analyze potential PTS event sequences.  It is an impressive achievement.  Thousands of event 
sequences were analyzed, including those at hot shutdown conditions, and they included a detailed, 
realistic treatment of operator actions.   
 
At the May meeting of the Peer Review Group we were told that the scenario boundary conditions were 
more important than uncertainties in the TH models in RELAP5 for calculating TWCF.  Some of these 
important boundary conditions are break size, break location, power level (decay heat load), seasonal 
effects (temperature of HPI water), number of valves sticking open, valve reclosure time, and timing of 
operator actions (throttling of HPI).  These boundary conditions are products of the PRA analysis and are 
input to RELAP5.  They generally seemed reasonable to me with only a couple of questions below. 
 
The staff used plausibility arguments to reduce the number of transients to a manageable number and the 
description of the binning process seems to me to be logical and either conservative or neutral with regard 
to estimating TWCF.   
 
In order to judge whether the PRA results for Oconee 1, Beaver Valley 1 and Palisades were 
representative of other PWRs, the staff conducted a qualitative examination of the important design and 
operational characteristics of five other PWRs to judge their susceptibility to PTS transients.  The 
approach is logical and their conclusion that “the TWCF estimates produced for the detailed analysis 
plants are sufficient to characterize the TWCF estimates for the remainder of the PWRs” seems 
reasonable to me.   
 
A much less rigorous (but thought to be conservative) bounding risk analysis of external event 
contributors to TWCF was also carried out.  The conclusion is that external event contributors (principally 
seismic and fires) are not greater than for the internal PTS event sequences analyzed and that a realistic 
analysis would likely show external event contributors to be substantially less than for internal events.  
This conclusion seems reasonable, but the lack of a definitive analysis for external events is a residual 
uncertainty that will be discussed later in this report.   
 
Regarding details of the PRA analysis, on page 5-64 it is assumed that the SRV opening size is uniformly 
distributed (any specific opening is equally likely).  This assumption seems intuitively wrong.  Why is 
there not a peak in the distribution at the fully open position?  It seems logical to me that the force 
opening the SRV would most often drive it to the fully open position where it would stick open and only 
rarely would the valve stick open at some intermediate position.  If this is correct, the PRA assumption 
would be nonconservative.  What do the valve experts say? 
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Staff response:  The basis for the assumption questioned by reviewer Murley was reexamined, 
and the staff determined that the most likely scenario would be for the valve to fully open when 
demanded (as suggested by reviewer Murley).  The value of the basic event representing the 
valve opening was set to 1.0 (representing a full open condition), and the Beaver Valley and 
Oconee PRA models were re-quantified (this issue does not exist in the Palisades model).  The 
new PRA distribution information was then post-processed with the FAVOR conditional 
through-wall crack probability results, yielding the following revised total TWCFs: 
 

     Original  Revised Revised/Original 
  Plant  EFPY    TWCF   TWCF         TWCF 
Oconee  32  2.30E-11  7.43e-11  3.23 

60  6.47E-11  2.06e-10  3.18 
   Ext-Oa  1.30E-09  2.75e-9   2.12 
   Ext-Ob  1.16E-08  1.81e-8   1.56 
 Beaver Valley 32  8.89e-10  1.36e-9   1.53 
   60  4.84e-9   6.12e-9   1.26 
   Ext-Ba  2.02e-8   2.14e-8   1.06 
   Ext-Bb  3.00e-7   3.05e-7   1.02 
 
The following observations may be made regarding these results: 
• These results are consistent between the plants.  The apparent effect is higher at Oconee at 

lower EFPY because at 32 and at 60 EFPY Oconee is at a much lower embrittlement than 
Beaver.  Consequently, the Oconee results at 32 and at 60 are more dominated by changes to 
the stuck-open valve modeling, so increasing the severity of these transients have a bigger 
result on the overall outcome.  Oconee and Beaver have (roughly) equivalent embrittlement 
at (respectively) Ext-B and 60 EFPY.  At these EFPY the results in the tables above show 
(respectively) a factor of 1.56 or 1.26 increase. 

• The revised (higher) TWCFs are still small numbers (E-10 to E-9 at 60 EFPY), and as such 
are not expected to alter the overall conclusion that sufficient margin exists to support a 
revised PTS Rule. 

Current plans do not call for a revision of NUREG-1806 to incorporate this change into the 
baseline model (due to the small effect on the overall results).  However, this new information 
may be used in future revisions to NUREG 1806. 

 
In Appendix B the staff justifies the model where all possible valve reclosure times were discretized into 
two possibilities (reclosure at 3,000 and 6,000 seconds).  Those sequences where a valve or valves reclose 
at 3,000 seconds contribute very little to TWCF, while valve closure sequences at 6,000 seconds 
contribute to TWCF over 100 times greater.  Later closure times make a contribution to TWCF that is 
more than a factor of 2 greater than closure at 6,000 seconds.  It is not clear whether a finer discretization 
of reclosure times would yield less conservative results (i.e., a greater estimated TWCF).  I regard this as 
another residual uncertainty.   
 

Staff response:  When considering the information presented in “Reply to Reviewer Comment 
76,” it is important to recognize that the aim of our discretization of the infinity of possible value 
reclosure times into two discrete possibilities (reclosure at 3000 seconds and reclosure at 6000 
seconds) is not to select the reclosure time that produces the highest possible CPTWC (as seems 
to concern reviewer Murley) but rather to capture the variation of CPTWC with valve reclosure 
time.  Thus, we are effectively trying to represent the area under the curve shown in Comment 
76 as a discrete number of steps.  As illustrated by the figure below, representing all possible 
reclosure times just with reclosures at 3000 and 6000 seconds achieves this goal.  Additionally, 



 
 

B-100 
 

it should be noted that reviewer Johnson’s views differ from reviewer Murley’s views on this 
point; reviewer Johnson views this aspect of our model as being, if anything, unnecessarily 
conservative. 
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3.  THERMAL HYDRAULIC ANALYSIS 
 
The thermal-hydraulic module of the PTS analysis takes the skeletal outline of event sequences and 
boundary conditions from the PRA module and provides time-dependent downcomer fluid temperature, 
pressure and heat transfer coefficients to the probabilistic fracture mechanics (PFM) module.  Over five 
hundred RELAP5 calculations of pressurized thermal shock transients were carried out.   
 
To validate the results from RELAP5 an extensive assessment was made against experimental data from 
separate effects and integral system tests.  RELAP5 was generally able to predict system pressure and 
flows well, but prediction of fluid temperature in the downcomer was more problematic.  Sensitivity 
studies of downcomer heat transfer shown in Table 9.6 shows that RELAP5 with Petukhov-Gnielinski 
fluid to wall heat transfer modeling predicted TWCF of 4.5 times greater than the baseline RELAP5 
calculations when averaged over 12 transients.  I regard this as another residual uncertainty.   
 
As a result of these studies, the staff concluded that RELAP5 “is capable of well-predicting the 
phenomena of importance for evaluating PTS risk in PWRs.”   
 
The bases for the staff’s conclusions appear to be that (a) the initial and boundary condition of the 
transients from the PRA module are far more important than the details of RELAP5 models, (b) the one-
dimensional RELAP5 calculations of system pressure and flows cannot be too far from reality, and (c) in 
any case it doesn’t make much difference to the final estimate of TWCF because there is good fluid 
mixing in the downcomer and the temperature of cold water in the downcomer dominates the 
determination of the vessel wall temperature.  These arguments are superficially plausible, and they may 
even be correct, but I still find them somehow unsatisfying.   
 
In the late 1970’s NRC invested several million dollars in developing and validating a multidimensional 
systems code (TRAC) that was intended to be the benchmark tool for thermal-hydraulic analyses of 
complex LWR transients and accidents.  It was recognized at the time that TRAC would be expensive to 
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maintain, but it was believed to be worth the expense to have available such a benchmark tool.  I have lost 
touch with the status of TRAC over the years, but nonetheless I find it disappointing that no benchmark 
multidimensional calculations were done in order to help answer some of the TH questions concerning 
this PTS evaluation, particularly about fluid conditions in the downcomer and heat transfer between the 
fluid and vessel wall.   
 
4.  PROBABILISTIC FRACTURE MECHANICS ANALYSIS 
 
The area of PTS analysis that has made the greatest strides in the past decade is probabilistic fracture 
mechanics.  The amount of new data and the depth of analysis are truly impressive.  It seems to me that 
the new analyses cited as reasons for suggesting the PTS Rule is conservative are solidly based.  By far 
the biggest factor contributing to the reduced estimates of reactor vessel failure is the new data on vessel 
flaw distributions.  The estimated TWCF drops by a factor of between 20 and 70 when the new flaw 
distribution is adopted instead of the older Marshall distribution used in the early 1980’s.   
 
The FAVOR code has undergone an extensive V and V program to demonstrate that the software actually 
calculates what the theory intends.  It has been concluded that FAVOR “meets the requirements stated in 
the theory manual and the user’s guide with reasonable confidence in the accuracy of the FAVOR-
generated results.”  From my review it appears that this software validation program has been thorough 
and that the conclusion above is valid.  One may, however, have questions about the theory itself.   
 
One must acknowledge that the FAVOR code represents an excellent technical achievement.  There are 
logical treatments of the physical and mechanical processes through complex models, and the 
mathematical treatments are elegant.  Still, we must also be aware that engineering judgment was used for 
dozens of choices made throughout the development of the models.  One can imagine an alternate world, 
with equally brilliant engineers faced with the identical data and uncertainties and using comparably 
elegant mathematics, where a different computer code with different models would emerge.  Who could 
say which one would be a better representation of reality?  The point of this flight of fancy is not to 
suggest a new PFM code but to point out that FAVOR’s results have an unknown degree of uncertainty 
simply from the engineering judgments that went into its models.  During my review I have seen the 
results from three different versions of FAVOR, and there have been revisions to the models in recent 
months.  A bug was identified in how FAVOR associated material properties with cracks that lie on the 
fusion line of welds.  In response to Peer Review comments FAVOR was modified to implement a new 
upper shelf model and to include the effect of pressure acting on the crack surfaces.   
 

Staff response:   
 
Regarding Comment 1:  Given that the materials and fracture experts on both the external review 
panel and on the ACRS have never raised any serious concerns regarding either the overall PFM 
model or its specifics, it seems unlikely that reviewer Murley’s “alternate world” exists.  
Additionally, it may be noted that the various aspects of the PFM model have been the topics of 
multiple presentations at public meetings, as well as of presentations made to professional 
societies (both domestically and internationally), and of publications in peer reviewed journals.  
Serious concerns regarding the theoretical underpinnings or the implementation of the PFM 
model have not arisen in any of these forums.   
 
Regarding Comment 2:  Reviewer Murley is correct in pointing out that the specifics of the 
FAVOR code, as well as the specifics of the overall PTS model, have experienced multiple 
evolutions from that reported in [Kirk 12-02].  These changes have been motivated by the 
comments the staff has received from the many individuals and organizations who have 
reviewed our work (i.e., the ACRS, this review committee, the commercial nuclear power 

(1)

(2)
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industry (EPRI/MRP), and the Office of Nuclear Regulatory Research) as well as by efforts on 
the part of both the staff and its contractors to check and improve our work.  We believe that 
these efforts to review and improve our model should provide increased confidence in the 
robustness of our results rather than providing cause to question them.  Additionally, it should be 
pointed out that the net effect of all the changes made to the model and input data on the results 
has been small.  The TWCF values reported herein are the following percentages of those 
reported in [Kirk 12-02],  
 
 For Oconee, the mean TWCF in this report is ≈5% of that reported in [Kirk 12-02]. 
 For Beaver Valley, the mean TWCF in this report is ≈150% of that reported in [Kirk 12-02]. 
 For Palisades, the mean TWCF in this report is ≈50% of that reported in [Kirk 12-02]. 
 
The large reduction in the Oconee TWCF resulted from removal of an error in the thermal-
hydraulics model of the 16-in. diameter break, while the increase of 50% in the Beaver Valley 
TWCF values resulted from correction of an error in the FAVOR code (commented on by 
reviewer Murley) that was revealed as part of our V&V process.  Neither of these changes 
affected the Palisades results; the 50% reduction in TWCF reported above for Palisades 
therefore best represents the combined effect of all of the model changes made between the 
issuance of [Kirk 12-02] and this report.   

 
A major question unanswered is how well the flaw data represent all US PWR pressure vessels.  The staff 
used the Shoreham vessel flaw data, thought to be conservative, but concluded that “it is not possible to 
ensure on an empirical basis alone that the flaw distributions based on these data apply to all PWRs in 
general.”   
 

Staff response:  Following the quotation provided by reviewer Murley the staff goes on to state 
(in Section 7.5 of this report) that “flaw distributions proposed in [Simonen] rely on the 
experimental evidence gained from inspections of the materials summarized in Table 7.1 and do 
not rest solely on this empirical evidence.  Along with these data Simonen et al. used both 
physical models and expert opinions when developing their recommended flaw distributions.  
Additionally, where detailed information was lacking Simonen et al. made conservative 
judgments (for example, all NDE indications were modeled as cracks and, therefore, potentially 
deleterious to RPV integrity).  This combined use of empirical evidence, physical models, expert 
opinions, and conservative judgments allowed Simonen et al. to propose flaw distributions for 
use in FAVOR that are believed to be appropriate/conservative representations of the flaw 
population existing in PWRs in general.”  For the stated reasons the staff’s views on the general 
applicability of the flaw distribution are not nearly as bleak as one would surmise based on the 
limited quotation (which was not stated as a conclusion in any of the documentation supplied to 
the review group) provided by reviewer Murley. 

 
The staff proposes that the reference temperature for axial welds, circumferential welds and plates be 
calculated from Equations 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3, respectively.  As a thought experiment let us suppose the 
maximum values of the reference temperature of axial welds, circumferential welds and plates are 
identical, say RT (peak).  The equations above would yield 
 
  RTCW  = RT (peak) 
  RTPL  = RT (peak) 
  RTAW < RT (peak) 
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The equation 8-1 averages the reference temperature of the axial welds in the high fluence mid region of 
the vessel with the reference temperature of upper and lower axial welds in the low fluence regions of the 
vessel.  The resultant RTAW is an average value that is lower, and may be substantially lower, than the 
peak value of reference temperature in an axial weld.  Thus, there seems to be an inconsistent treatment of 
axial welds relative to plates and circumferential welds when calculating reference temperatures.  One 
could argue that the formulae for RTPL and RTCW will always yield conservative results.  However, the 
formula for RTAW may be nonconservative, because the averaging process could mask a single highly 
embrittled axial weld.  
 

Staff response:  The situation that reviewer Murley proposes in his thought experiment cannot 
happen.  According to Eq. 8-1, which prescribes the method for calculating RTAW, the reference 
temperature associated with each axial weld fusion line from which the weighted metric RTAW is 
calculated is the maximum fluence occurring along the axial weld fusion line.  As such, there is 
no influence of the lower fluence regions at the edge of the vessel beltline on RTAW.  
Additionally, as stated in Section 8.4.1, it is not important that the reference temperature metrics 
used to correlate the TWCF results reflect the peak reference temperature in each region of the 
vessel, but rather that the reference temperature metrics reflect the reference temperature of the 
vessel steel at the location of postulated flaws.  
 
Reviewer Murley’s comment caused the staff to re-examine its proposed reference temperature 
metric formulae.  This reexamination revealed that the proposal in the draft of NUREG-1806 
that reviewer Murley received produced an inconsistent treatment of the TWCF contribution of 
axial welds vs. that of both plates and circumferential welds. The proposal in the draft version of 
NUREG-1806 featured an axial weld metric based on an average of maximum RTs occurring 
along each fusion line weighted to account for differences in weld fusion line length (and 
thereby number of simulated flaws).  Conversely, the draft version of NUREG-1806 featured 
plate and circumferential weld metrics that were not weighted to account for differences in plate 
volume or circumferential weld fusion line length (and thereby number of simulated flaws).  Our 
discussion of reference temperature metrics and their use to develop reference temperature 
screening limits in Section 11.4 has therefore been modified to produce a more consistent 
treatment across different material regions (i.e., axial welds, circumferential welds, plates, and 
forgings).  In this section, both weighted average RT metrics and maximum RT metrics are 
developed, and both are used to proposed new RT screening limits for PTS. 

 
In welds a gradient of properties through the thickness of the vessel is expected to exist because of 
changes in chemistry content of the various weld layers.  FAVOR adopts a 4-weld layer model wherein 
the chemistry is re-sampled from a distribution every time a crack passes t/4, t/2, and 3t/4 in the vessel 
wall.  Data on the plants indicate that Palisades has three axial weld layers and eight circumferential weld 
layers, Beaver Valley 1 has two axial weld layers and seven circumferential weld layers, and Oconee 1 
has two and three axial weld layers and seven circumferential weld layers.  Clearly a 4-weld layer model 
does not represent any of these welds.  Developing a more complex weld layer model would have 
required significant changes to FAVOR and therefore was not done.   
 
The staff report states that the 4-weld layer model reduces the estimated TWCF by a factor of 2.5 relative 
to a model that has a constant mean value of chemistry through the weld.  It is not immediately obvious 
why a 4-weld layer model should reduce the estimated TWCF, unless the sampling logic somehow 
discriminates against crack arrest.   
 

Staff response:  When chemistry is resampled, there is an opportunity to simulate either a more 
or a less radiation sensitive material than existed in the preceding weld layer.  If a more 
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radiation-sensitive material is simulated, the crack will most likely continue to propagate.  
However, if a less radiation-sensitive material is simulated, the toughness will increase as the 
crack moves into the next weld layer, making arrest more likely.  This increases opportunity for 
arrest would not exist in a PFM model without weld layers.  As discussed in NUREG-1807, the 
existence of distinctly different copper levels through the thickness of vessel welds is well 
documented, providing a physically plausible basis for the increased arrest capability simulated 
by the FAVOR code.   

 
The sampling protocol in FAVOR requires estimated chemistry (Cu, Ni and P) values for each weld and 
plate subregion of the vessel.  The sampling protocols distinguish between the first flaw simulated in a 
subregion and all subsequent flaws in the subregion.  The standard deviations for chemistry content when 
sampling for subsequent flaws are much less than the standard deviations when sampling for the first 
flaw.  This logic seems odd to me.  Apparently the thought is that Flaw 1 has established a new chemistry 
reality for that subregion of the vessel, that this new chemistry reality is governed by local variability 
parameters, and that all subsequent flaws must be governed by the new chemistry reality established by 
Flaw 1.  But the fact is that the actual chemistry of a subregion is unknown (represented by a distribution) 
and that subsequent flaws should be subject to the same chemistry distribution as the first flaw.   
 

Staff response:  If two flaws are simulated to exist close to each other (i.e., within the same sub-
region) in the same vessel, it is not physically possible that the differences between the 
chemistry values associated with these two flaws will be as variable as the differences between 
the chemistry values associated with two flaws that have a large spatial separation.   

 
The point of these comments is to illustrate that there are residual uncertainties in the PFM calculations, 
just as there are in the PRA and TH calculations.   
 
5.  ACCEPTANCE CRITERION 
 
In Chapter 10 the staff addresses possible risk-informed reactor vessel failure frequency acceptance 
criteria.  In order to be consistent with NRC’s Safety Goal policy and other policies the staff had to 
consider sequences beyond vessel cracking to include severe fuel damage, fission product release and 
containment failure.  The Accident Progression Event Tree (APET) in Figure 10.1 seems logical and 
thorough, but the analytical and experimental bases to quantify the many branches of the event tree do not 
exist.   
 
The staff has chosen the definition of reactor pressure vessel failure to be when a PTS-induced crack 
penetrates the vessel wall, and not when a PTS event initiates a crack in the vessel wall.  I agree with the 
staff’s choice.  The phenomenon of crack arrest has been well demonstrated in tests over the years.  The 
staff has also assumed that a through-wall crack equals core damage which is assumed to equal a release 
of radioactivity.  This is acknowledged to be conservative, but for purposes of defining a reactor vessel 
failure frequency acceptance criterion it is a reasonable assumption.   
 
Much less study of the consequences of vessel failure accidents has been done than is the case for core 
damage accidents resulting from undercooling or ATWS events.  As a result, the question arises whether 
vessel failure accidents could lead to especially large early release scenarios.  In particular, the ACRS has 
raised the issue of potential Large Early Release Frequency (LERF) source terms from air oxidation of 
fuel in some of the most severe (and unlikely) vessel failure scenarios.  I do not think it would be a wise 
use of resources to mount a substantial research effort to try to answer all the questions surrounding air 
oxidation source terms.   
 



 
 

B-105 
 

The staff makes a reasonable case that the conditional probability of a large early release of radioactivity, 
given a PTS-induced vessel failure, is small (less than 0.1) to extremely small (much less than 0.01).  
Based on their largely qualitative analysis the staff suggests an acceptance criterion of TWCF = 1E-6/r-y.   
 
One can reach a similar conclusion on acceptance criterion via a different line of reasoning.  The current 
acceptance criterion in Reg. Guide 1.154 is TWCF = 5E-6/r-y.  However, research has shown that the 
methods used to estimate TWCF at the time Reg. Guide 1.154 was written are highly conservative.  Thus, 
it would be easier for a vessel today to demonstrate compliance with TWCF = 5E-6/r-y than it would 
have been for the identical vessel to have demonstrated compliance fifteen years ago, say.  Viewed in this 
way it would be reasonable to lower the acceptance criterion below  
5E-6/r-y if one wanted to maintain comparable margins using current methods and data for calculating 
TWCF.   
 
The staff’s reasoning is probably sounder, and in any case I agree with an acceptance criterion of TWCF 
= 1E-6/r-y.   
 
6.  RESIDUAL UNCERTAINTIES 
 
This PTS analysis is described by the staff as a “best estimate analysis” but the fact is that there are 
dozens of instances where engineering judgment is used in place of detailed analysis.  In most of these 
instances the engineering judgments are claimed to be conservative, and they may well be, but there is no 
corresponding discussion of potential nonconservatisms and residual uncertainties.  Throughout the report 
there are repeated assertions of conservatism in the calculation, whereas several instances of 
nonconservatisms of factors of ~2 are dismissed as not significant.  While this may be true for individual 
cases, we must keep in mind that these nonconservatisms and residual uncertainties are cumulative.   
To illustrate the point, I have listed below some of the issues I found in my review and their potential 
impact in increasing TWCF.   
 
External events (up to a factor of 2) 
SRV opening size (unknown) 
Valve reclosure times (up to a factor of 2) 
Downcomer heat transfer (up to a factor of 4.5) 
Applicability of flaw data to all PWRs (unknown, but could be large) 
Method of calculating RTAW (unknown) 
4-weld layer model (up to factor of 2.5) 
 
I recommend that the staff prepare a similar but more comprehensive list of all potential conservatisms, 
nonconservatisms and residual uncertainties in the analyses, before embarking on rulemaking, in order to 
try to get a clearer picture of the overall uncertainties in the calculations of TWCF.   
 

Staff response:  In general, reviewer Murley’s comment that a more balanced perspective of the 
conservatisms vs. nonconservatisms that exist in the model is well taken.  For this reason, we 
have revised and expanded upon the discussion found in Section 11.4.3 of this report.   
 
With regard to the specific uncertainties reviewer Murley details above, specific staff replies can 
be found as boxed text earlier in this letter. 

 
7.  APPROACH TO RULEMAKING 
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From my review it is clear that NRC is faced with the situation where a great deal of high quality PTS 
research has demonstrated that the current PTS Rule has a large degree of conservatism, but the analysis 
itself has a host of residual uncertainties.  The traditional way NRC has dealt with such situations in the 
past has been through conservative decision making.  I believe that is the best approach in this case.   
 
It appears that the research staff is proposing an approach to rulemaking that would leave the basic form 
of the current PTS Rule (10 CFR 50.61) intact.  In Chapter 11 the staff proposes reference temperature 
based PTS screening criteria along with methods for calculating the reference temperatures.  I agree with 
this general approach, but I believe the locus method for calculating acceptable reference temperature 
screening limits is unnecessarily complicated.  From Figures 11-4 and 11-6 one can deduce the following 
proposed (approximate) reference temperature screening limits:   
 
 For axial welds   RTAW < 300°F 
 For plates and forgings  RTPL   < 375°F 
 For circumferential welds RTCW < 455°F 
 
Because of the residual uncertainties discussed in the last section, I believe all of these screening limits 
are too high.  The case of circumferential welds requires special attention because the frequency of crack 
initiation for circumferential welds may be several times greater than for axial welds or plates (over 30 
times greater for Beaver Valley 1).  There may be operational reasons why RTCW = 455°F (a very highly 
embrittled weld) should not be allowed.  If there were an overcooling event where a flaw in a highly 
embrittled circumferential weld initiated a crack that subsequently arrested, the NRC for safety reasons 
would certainly not permit such a vessel to go back into service without repair.  In practice such an event 
would mean that the plant’s useful service life would be at an end.   
 
The staff asserts that, because some of the uncertainties in the 1982 analysis have been reduced and have 
been considered explicitly in the current PTS models, the use of margins in the proposed reference 
temperature screening limits is inappropriate.  I disagree with that assertion.   
 

Staff response:  In principle we agree with reviewer Murley’s view that the appropriateness (or 
not) of adopting the proposed RT-based screening limits without additional margin can be 
assessed by considering the balance between the conservatisms vs. the nonconservatisms that 
remain in the model used to develop the screening limits.  Section 11.4.3 of this report presents 
such a comparison which shows that more conservatisms than nonconservatisms remain in the 
model.  Consequently, the staff stands by its recommendation that the proposed RT-based 
screening limits can be used without additional margin.  

 
In view of the residual uncertainties discussed earlier, and there are no doubt other uncertainties, the 
traditional regulatory approach to conservative decision making using margins is appropriate for this 
situation.  After preparing a comprehensive list of all potential conservatisms, nonconservatisms and 
residual uncertainties in the current analyses the staff will be in a better position to judge how much 
margin, if any, is appropriate.  My own preliminary judgment on an appropriate set of reference 
temperature screening limits would be the following:   
 
 For axial welds   RTAW < 290°F 
 For plates and forgings  RTPL   < 350°F 
 For circumferential welds RTCW < 350°F 
 

Staff response:   
 

(1)

(2)
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Regarding comment (1):  Here, reviewer Murley raises the question of incompleteness 
uncertainty, a topic discussed in Section 3.2.2.5 of this report where we describe the process 
employed to ensure that incompleteness uncertainty is explicitly examined and (hopefully) held 
to a minimum.  Since 2002, the results of this project have been reviewed by four different 
independent groups, as well as by the authors themselves.  Revisions to, improvements in, and 
additions to the model have been made over the past 2 years to address the comments raised and 
errors found by these various groups.  As mentioned earlier, the net effect of all of these changes 
has been a 2x reduction in the reported values of mean TWCF.  Certainly, incompleteness 
uncertainty is a factor to be considered by decision makers using the results of this study, 
however the processes used to address incompleteness uncertainty and the small net effect of 
model changes on the TWCF results over 2 years time should also be considered. 
 
Regarding comment (2):  In the first sentence under item 6 (highlighted in red italic), reviewer 
Murley criticizes the approach of using engineering judgment in place of detailed analysis.  Yet 
here, reviewer Murley appears to employ his own engineering judgment to establish margins on 
the proposed RT-based screening limits.  Reviewer Murley’s proposed margins are markedly 
different for axial welds (10°F) than for plates (25°F) than for circumferential welds (155°F), yet 
a technical justification beyond “judgment” is not forwarded by the reviewer.  In his proposal 
regarding margins, reviewer Murley seems to violate his own guidance. 

 
8.  REGULATORY RESPONSE TO OVERCOOLING EVENTS 
 
Table 8.5 shows that the frequency of crack initiation is much greater than the frequency of through-wall 
cracks.  For Beaver Valley 1 the actual value of circumferential weld crack initiation frequency is about 
5E-7/r-y.  These figures demonstrate that the probability of a PTS-induced crack initiation and subsequent 
crack arrest, while low, is not negligible.  It was this observation that led me to a comment in my 
preliminary report: 
 
“ . . . a question arose that may represent a gap in the current regulatory fabric governing pressurized 
thermal shock.  What are the regulatory requirements for a plant that has suffered a severe overcooling 
event where the vessel did not have a thru-wall crack and no outward sign of damage but may have 
suffered a crack initiation that subsequently arrested in the vessel wall?  How would the PTS risks change 
if such a cracked vessel went back into service?  What criteria would NRC use to judge whether a 
complete inspection of the vessel was needed after a severe overcooling event?  What inspection 
techniques would be required and what would be the scope of such inspections?”   
 
The staff responded to these questions in Appendix B, page B-48.  Their conclusion was that a severe 
overcooling event would violate the facility pressure-temperature limits in the licensee’s technical 
specifications and that would require reporting to NRC and an evaluation if the reactor coolant system is 
acceptable for continued operation.  Such evaluations by the licensee would likely follow ASME Code 
Section XI, Appendices A and E, which could lead to the inspection of relevant portions of the vessel.  I 
find the staff’s response to be an acceptable answer to my earlier questions.   
 
9.  CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based upon my review of the PTS Technical Basis reports, I have reached the following major 
conclusions: 
 
The current PTS regulation has a large degree of conservatism, and current methods and data support the 
potential relaxation of the regulation to remove some of the unnecessary conservatism.   
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The NRC research staff’s overall approach to estimating Through Wall Crack Frequency is logical and 
well carried out.   
 
The FAVOR V and V program was thorough and the conclusion that the code meets the requirements in 
the theory manual is valid.   
 
The staff’s proposed acceptance criterion for reactor vessel failure frequency of TWCF = 1E-6/r-y is 
reasonable and appropriate.   
 
Even after this prodigious analysis effort there remain many areas of uncertainty, known conservatisms 
and apparent nonconservatisms.   
 
I disagree with the staff’s assertion that the use of margins in the proposed reference temperature 
screening limits is inappropriate.   
 
The NRC can deal with the residual PTS uncertainties through conservative decision making, just as they 
have dealt with similar technical uncertainties in the past.  This is not inconsistent with the principles of 
risk-informed regulation, which I support.   
 

Staff response:  See staff replies to these concerns in the main body of reviewer Murley’s 
comments. 

 
10.  RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
I believe there will need to be continued NRC research on PTS and pressure vessel integrity for the 
foreseeable future.  These are the main areas where I see the need for additional research: 
 
In the near term, before embarking on rulemaking, the staff should make a comprehensive list of all 
potential conservatisms, nonconservatisms and residual uncertainties identified by the staff and peer 
reviewers, in order to try to get a clearer picture of the overall uncertainties in the PTS analyses.   
 
The staff should begin planning to revise Regulatory Guide 1.154, since it will no doubt be an integral 
feature of any revised PTS regulation.   
 
The staff should arrange to maintain a multidimensional systems code (or set of codes) for benchmark 
calculations of LWR safety issues.   
 
This peer review effort has made clear to me that FAVOR still faces maturation as a reliable PFM code.  I 
believe that only a few people in the world are familiar with the details of the models in the code and are 
capable of using it comfortably.  I recommend that NRC support an international FAVOR Users Group to 
examine its logical structure, its models and assumptions and to test its output against as wide a range of 
test data as possible.   
 
11.  Editorial Comments: 
 

• When this report is finalized and published it likely will be the definitive PTS technical basis 
document world-wide for years to come.  Therefore, it is important for the NRC research staff to 
take the time to assure it is of the highest quality.  In my review I encountered many editorial and 
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grammatical errors as well as areas that are confusing or unclear.  The following are some of the 
editorial comments: 

• Page iii and page 1-12:  The screening limit of 5E-6 was not discussed in SECY 82-465.  The 
discussion on page 2-19 gets it right.   

• Page 6-67:  PIRT is Phenomena Identification and Ranking Table. 
• Section 6.8.2.2:  Second paragraph is garbled. 
• Figure 7.4 is missing.   
• Page 7-122:  Is it really correct that crack arrest toughness and upper shelf toughness are 

uninfluenced by irradiation? 
 

Staff response:  The statement made is that the temperature dependency of crack arrest and of 
upper shelf toughness is not influenced by irradiation.  The claim was never made that the actual 
toughness values are influenced by irradiation because, in fact, they are. 

 
• Figure 7.6:  Where is RTNDT* defined? 
• Page 8-143:  Table 8.4 does not list 48 EFPY. 

 
Staff response:  This is correct; analyses were not conducted at 48 EFPY.  TWCF values at 
48 EFPY discussed in the text were arrived at by interpolating the 32 and 60 EFPY results. 
 
• Table 8.4:  RTPTS is a 10 CFR 50.61 term – how is it defined here? 
• Figures 8.3 and 8.4:  Do not at all illustrate (to me) what they are purported to illustrate. 
• Page 8-146:  nfl – remove “circumferential welds” 
• lFL – remove number of plates 
• Figure 8.6:  K1 is not defined – appears to be applied K1 
• Figures 8.12-8.17, 8.28-8.31, 8.34-8.38, 8.42, and 8.44-8.47 are not readable.   
• Page 8-168, item 1:  Thickness should be diameter. 
• Section 8.5.4.1:  Is it 250°F or 260°F? 
• Table 9.4:  130% htc – are values plus or minus? 
• Page 9-239 and 12-269:  Accepting should be Excepting. 
• Section 11.4.1:  Item 3 is garbled. 
• Page F-174, Figure 7.3:  Why wasn’t K1a resampled at t/4, t/2 and 3t/4? 

 
Staff response:  As described in [EricksonKirk-PFM], KIa is never re-sampled at the t/4, t/2 and 
3t/4 locations: chemistry is resampled, from which a new reference temperature is calculated, 
from which a new distribution of KIa is calculated.  Having said this, chemistry is only resampled 
when the flaw is propagating in a weld because only welds are subjected to systematic through-
thickness chemistry gradients.  In Figure 7.3, chemistry is not resampled because in that figure, 
the crack is propagating through a plate. 
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Final comments made by reviewer Schultz 
 
Peer Review 
Technical Basis for Revision of the Pressurized 
Thermal Shock (PTS) Screening Limit in the PTS 
Rule (10 CFR 50.61): NUREG 1806 
Comments by Helmut Schulz 
Gesellschaft für Anlagen- und Reaktorsicherheit (GRS) mbH 
Head of Component Integrity Department  
November 25, 2004-11-25 
 
1.  Foreword 
 
As a non US member of the review panel being not so familiar with the technical positions within the US 
nuclear community my views may reflect the differences in the background compared to other panel 
members. Since my expertise is in the field of nuclear safety assessment in general, fracture mechanics 
and component integrity specifically my comments are restricted mainly to these subjects. 
The time available for the review of the final reports did not allow an in depth review of all the extensive 
material supplied by the NRC staff, therefore my comments are mainly based on the summary report. 
 
2.   Aspects of the overall approach  
 
2.1  Structure and scope of the study 
 
The study presented is well structured and the total effort is impressive. The report is written in a 
consistent manner identifying references as necessary. 
 
The scope of the study covers all event sequences in the range from zero power hot stand-by up to 100% 
power. As stated in the appendices (page 13-53) low temperature over-pressure conditions are treated as a 
separate subject.  
 
2.2 Regulatory frame 
 
The regulatory frame is the risk-informed regulation which is practiced in the US. Most other countries 
have not yet applied risk-informed regulation in a similar advanced state therefore it is not meaningful to 
compare the methodology applied and results achieved in the study to existing regulations in other 
countries.  
 
Because a number of countries follow the US regulation it has to be expected that this study will have a 
broad influence on technical positions regarding PTS. 
 
Considering the defense-in-depth principle the annealing of the reactor pressure vessel to reduce 
considerably the radiation induced embrittlement of the material may provide a more robust solution 
compared to a risk-based approach which relies on a broad range of well developed capabilities.  
 
2.3 Methodology 
 
The probabilistic risk assessment, human reliability analysis and thermal-hydraulic analysis are not my 
expertise, although I would like to mention two items which may be already treated by other reviewers. 
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• Item 1:  Section 8.5 of the summary report shows that the stuck-open valve transients with 

reclosure are a major contributor to the overall results. It is the view of the reviewer that valves 
are a sensitive area for maintenance errors which are difficult to treat in a probabilistic analysis. 
The numbers which are based on past experience may be influenced by changes in the practice of 
service companies and utilities. Furthermore looking to the increasing severity of weather 
conditions it may be necessary to demonstrate that the numbers used for transients leading to an 
SO event with safety injection temperatures at winter conditions are justifiable for each site.  

 
Staff response:  The temperature assumed for safety injection water in winter (40°F) is viewed as 
being a conservative bounding value that can be applied accurately or conservatively to all 
plants operating within the continental United States.  Certainly occurrence of outside ambient 
temperatures in the deep South or in southern California of below 40°F can be considered a rare 
event.  

 
• Item 2:  As discussed already by other colleagues, the thermo-hydraulic calculation using 

RELAP-5 produce more or less mean temperature values in the downcomer at each time step. 
From the analysis results I have seen in the course of several safety assessments I conclude that 
nonuniform temperature distribution in the downcomer produce non symmetric loading 
conditions which have at least an impact on crack initiation of surface breaking flaws.  The time 
of crack initiation and the orientation of flaws which would initiate are different from analysis 
results using purely symmetric cool down. It is difficult to judge for the reviewer if significant 
differences would result between nonuniform and uniform loading conditions for embedded flaws 
and cracks being extended to a considerable fraction of the vessel wall thickness. As it has been 
seen in the UPTF test the nonuniform condition caused by local mixing are not stable in space so 
model assumptions using the most pronounced nonuniform temperatures may be overly 
conservative for flaw locations beneath the surface. The validity of the arguments that a 2D 
RELAP calculation is sufficiently lined out in the summary report as well as other references 
should be judged by other colleagues.   

 
Staff response:  See comments made in response to Catton on this topic, and see defense of the 
RELAP model in [Bessette].  

 
Probabilistic Fracture Mechanics 
 
Major changes in the PFM methodology compared to previous studies are lined out in detail in the 
summary report and respective references. The most important ones are the change in the flaw 
distribution, the inclusion of the warm-prestress effect (WPS), the RTNDT bias correction, the lift of the 
truncated value of KIC and the inclusion of the crack face pressure. 
 
In general these advancements reflect the increased understanding mainly based on experimental insights. 
There are no general objections to use these advancements in a regulatory context although the following 
4 comments are directed to the conditions of application and the hardening of the justification. 
 
Comment 1: Flaw Model 
 
In my previous statement I made the following comment:  “Considerable effort has gone to the 
development of a more realistic flaw model by enlarging the experimental data sources.  With the 
material available it is difficult to judge to what extent the sample material is representative for the whole 
set of vessels where the revised PTS Rule would be applicable. The reviewer is not familiar enough with 
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the fabrication practice in the 60ies and 70ies as well as the differences in practice between the different 
manufacturers. To my knowledge the ultrasonic inspections during manufacturing in the 60ies and 70ies 
were largely voluntarily and not required by the code at that time. The in-service inspections following 
ASME XI are basically addressing welds. Concurrent with previous discussions (SECY/82/465) the 
reviewer would assume that a revised PTS Rule would also address the requirements on ISI and NDE 
qualification.”  It is the view of the reviewer that a flaw model as outlined should only be used under 
conditions such as: 
 

• Applicability check of the flaw density distribution for the pressure vessel under consideration 
including similarity check of fabrication practice.  

• Applicability check of the flaw density distribution supported by non-destructive testing results 
for the near core region for weld and base material either using existing inspecting records or 
establishing a new finger print.  In case only embedded flaws are used in the fracture mechanics 
analysis the necessary reliability of NDE to rule out surface breaking flaws may not be achievable 
by applying only ultrasonic methods, e. g. looking to one of the most recent exercises (NESC-1). 

• It is the understanding of the reviewer that the flaw model is basically addressing remaining 
manufacturing defects. Although the operating experience with PWR vessels is judged to be 
favorable by the technical community it has to be remembered that the inspection of the cladding 
is not required by the ASME XI and being applied only in a few countries. Therefore the present 
view of the technical community may not be adequately based on inspection records.   

 
It is the understanding of the reviewer that the flaw density distribution and material property 
distributions are used as independent variables. To my knowledge this is common practice but may not 
reflect the real situation for all kind of defects. From the experience of the past we have seen that crack 
like defects are governed to some extent by unfavorable material properties at certain locations. The 
reviewer admits there is no reliable data base to establish a correlation factor but still the sensitivity may 
be addressed in a parametric study assuming certain correlation factors. 
 
The staff replies to this comment in Appendices B and C of NUREG 1806 is not sufficiently clear in my 
view. My interpretation of the staff response is that the flaw distribution can be used for PWR’s in general 
without a specific check of plant records as lined out in my comment.  
 
With the limited amount of material investigated and without detailed investigations of manufacturing 
records I do not share the views of the staff and Dr. Simonen that the flaw distribution can be applied in 
general to PWR’s and judged to be conservative in nature. 
 
Specific consideration should be given to documented repairs in base-, weld- and clad metal and their 
orientation with respect to location of high embrittlement. 
 

Staff response:  The staff maintains its position that the flaw distribution used in the FAVOR 
calculations includes sufficient conservatisms that it can be applied to the analysis of any PWR.  
Nonetheless, reviewer Schultz’s concern on this point is noted, and we feel that his 
recommendation that use of the new screening limits should be tied to some in-service 
inspection (ISI) requirement is a prudent measure.   

 
The basis assumption of no subcritical crack growth as lined out in chapter 3.3.3.2 reflects current 
thinking regarding environmental mechanisms and fatigue, but assumes regular conditions of water 
chemistry and cladding. Cracking of cladding have been observed at a number of steam generator primary 
side chambers and investigations of ripple loading and unusual quantities of chloride (which could be 
introduced in a maintenance action) could lead to corrosive driven crack extension (see /1/, /2/).  This 



 
 

B-113 
 

means that the basic assumption of non-surface breaking flaws and no operation induced crack and crack 
extension (Table 8.3 summary report) is bounded to well controlled conditions of operation and 
maintenance as well as in-service inspection of the cladding. Otherwise it may be difficult to justify the 
credibility of the flaw distribution.  
 

Staff response:  It is the opinion of the staff that, even allowing for the possibility of chemical 
upsets, our fundamental assumption of no subcritical crack growth in the stainless steel cladding 
detailed in Section 3.3.3.2 (and, therefore, no surface-breaking flaws in the analysis) remains 
appropriate because chemical upsets will be of limited duration.  Even in poor quality water (i.e., 
high oxygen) environments, Ruther et al. report an upper bound crack growth rate of ≈10-5 mm/s 
(≈4x10-7 in/s) [Ruther 84].  The amount of crack extension that could occur during a chemical 
upset would is therefore quite limited, certainly not sufficient to compromise the integrity of the 
clad layer.  It may also be added that stress corrosion cracking of the ferritic pressure vessel steel 
is not credible, even under upset conditions, because of the corrosion barrier provided by the 
stainless steel cladding. 

 
The further question I raised in my previous comment (page B-58) regarding the treatment of flaw density 
and material property distribution is still valid. If no valid data base is available it is not unusual to 
establish a correlation factor by an expert elicitation process. This may be something to be addressed in a 
future R & D project. 
 

Staff response:  Should sufficient information become available in the future (by expert 
elicitation or other means) on which a credible relationship between the existence of cracks and 
materials properties could be based, the sensitivity study suggested by reviewer Schultz would 
be appropriate. 

 
Comment 2: WPS  
 
The inclusion of the WPS effect is representing state-of-the-art. I was not able to check on the criteria 
applied regarding the slope of the decreasing K-field which limits the application of WPS. I assume that 
this is chosen in compliance with the uncertainly in the load transients. 
 
Comment 3:  RTNDT bias correction and lift of truncation of KIC   
 
I believe that Eric van Walle is more qualified than my person to judge on these issues. 
 
Comment 4: Validation of crack arrest  
 
I have no principle doubt regarding crack arrest. My previous comment (page B-60) was directed to the 
state of validation regarding the validity of the calculated crack extension especially in the case of 
multiple events of crack extension.  
 
The staff answer and the contribution of ORNL in Appendix E show the difficulty. The ORNL speaks of 
reasonable good agreement between experiment and analysis. Reanalysis of more recent experiments are 
not performed. If I take for example Fig. 104.3 (d) of Appendix F I have some doubts that the “accuracy” 
of the calculational procedure implied by this diagram is validated. 
 

Staff response:  In the face of the large aleatory uncertainties characteristic of both crack arrest 
and crack initiation fracture toughness, it is the staff’s view that the degree of agreement 
between deterministic predictions of crack run, arrest, reinitiation, rearrest behavior and 
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individual experiments that reviewer Schultz seems to desire is unrealistic.  Because of these 
uncertainties exact agreement between predicted and measured crack initiation times and crack 
arrest lengths would be merely fortuitous.  Consequently, a judgment regarding the 
appropriateness of the crack arrest model must be premised on the soundness of the underlying 
theory (see Chapter 5 of [EricksonKirk-PFM]) and the supporting experimental evidence 
provided by a limited number of structural experiments (see Appendix A to [EricksonKirk-
PFM]). 

 
3.  Conclusion 
 
The work performed show clearly advancements compared to previous studies. It is well founded in most 
parts. My major comments are directed to the flaw distribution and connected requirements to the plant-
specific applicability as well as some reservation concerning the level of validation of crack arrest. 
It is difficult to judge if a possible impact of these arguments are covered by the margins still existing in 
the presented numerical results.   
 
References:   
 
/1/  H.-P. Seifert, S. Ritter and J. Hickling: Environmentally-Assisted Cracking of Low-Alloy RPV 
and Piping Steels under LWR Conditions. 11th Int. Conf. On Environmental Degradation of Materials in 
Nuclear Power Systems – water Reactors, NACE/TMS/ANS, Stevenson, Colorado, USA, August 2003. 
 
/2/  S. Ritter and H.-P. Seifert: The Effect of Chloride and Sulphate Transients on the 
Environmentally-Assisted Cracking Behaviour of Low-Alloy RPV Steels under Simulated BWR 
Conditions. EOROCORR 2003, Budapest, Hungary, September/October 2003. 
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Final comments made by reviewer VanWalle 
 
25/11/2004 
Peer Review Evaluation of the Draft USNRC PTS-Rule PFM-part CO 90 03 1729.00 
TEC.50/B032076/05/EvW 
van Walle Eric (33 3000), Head of Department 
 

1. Appreciation 
 
USNRC has made a systematic effort to review the actual 10 CFR 50.61 rule, also called the PTS-rule. 
From the outcome and review of the main document NUREG-1806 11-2-04 and supporting 
documentation NUREG 1807 11-7-04 + Appendices, it may be concluded that: 
 

1. The newly proposed PTS-methodology is worked out well and has a logical and acceptable 
pattern. The separation and relation between the three parts -- PRA, TH and PFM -- is 
elaborated in a systematic and consistent manner and is a justified approach. The methodology 
is very well established, explained and documented in NUREG-1806; 

2. A major improvement from the former report comes from the inclusion of the sensitivity 
studies that were performed on all steps and that clearly show the robustness of the overall 
approach and demonstrate the applicability of the methodology to NPPs in general; 

3. Within the PFM-part, NUREG-1807, major ideas are founded on recent evolutions in the 
fracture mechanics community. These ideas are included within a framework that is based on 
continuity with the information extracted from the existing surveillance practices of the 
nuclear power plants (NPP); 

4. The use of existing information -- obtained in the frame of reactor pressure vessel (RPV) 
surveillance programs or extra research oriented projects -- to define the models used in the 
PFM-part of the new PTS-methodology has the advantage that the NPPs are not requested to 
collect additional data on their RPV material to use the approach.  At the same time it limits 
the direct application of a number of well-established innovative approaches (like direct 
fracture toughness determination via the Master Curve) within the procedure. The 
consequence of this indirect methodology tends to increase the uncertainty on a number of 
parameters used in the methodology. 

5. The models used within the PFM-part can be considered innovative and are at the same time 
realistic. They are mostly based on/ derived from existing accepted models. A few models are 
however new and are validated on qualified but limited data sets. In time these data sets will 
need to be extended to further qualify and validate the suggested models; 

6. Although no big changes on the outcome appear, the alterations in some of the modeling 
aspects of the PFM-part (a.o. the upper shelf model) make the approach more consistent and 
acceptable from the physics viewpoint; 

7. When applied, sensitivity studies on the use of the models deployed in the PFM part 
demonstrate an acceptable realism and conservatism of the approach. The sensitivity studies 
on concurrent, resembling-equivalent models also made the USNRC team to select the model 
that gave the most conservative outcome; 

8. The uncertainty treatment within the PFM-part is based on a classification scheme: a 
parameter is, or epistemic, or aleatory. This separation is very well suited in a probabilistic 
approach methodology and defines the way the uncertainty is propagated thru the overall 
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procedure. The occurrence of a non-unique classification, or a ‘mixed’ parameter gives 
however difficulties in this scheme; 

9. The reviewer still believes that uncertainties on specific correlations used – unless clear proof 
is given that they would be double counted -- should be accounted for in the methodology. An 
example is the relationship between ∆T0 and ∆T41J; 

 
Staff response:  The staff believes that the information presented in Figures 4.35 and 4.40 of 
NUREG-1807 demonstrate that simulation of the correlation uncertainties (as suggested by 
reviewer van Walle) would represent a double-counting of uncertainties, which is inappropriate.  
This is a point of disagreement between the staff and reviewer vanWalle.   

10. The inclusion of a crack arrest model and the WPS effect is highly appreciated and adds to the 
realism of the methodology. More understanding towards crack arrest (when does it arrest, 
multiple arrests) is however needed and should be part of the USNRC recommendations for 
future work; 

11. The information on the flaw distribution in vessel structures is based on a limited data base 
and might need more justification before generalization for representatively of all NPPs can be 
accepted. In service inspection remains at all times during the NPP life an important measure 
to be taken. 

 
Staff response:  The staff maintains its position that the flaw distribution used in the FAVOR 
calculations includes sufficient conservatisms that it can be applied to the analysis of any PWR.  
Nonetheless, reviewer vanWalle’s concern on this point is noted, and we feel that his 
recommendation that use of the new screening limits should be tied to some in-service 
inspection (ISI) requirement is a prudent measure.   

 
2. Recommendations 

 
The reviewer, mainly oriented towards the PFM part of the procedure, recommends that: 

 
• The PFM procedure as implemented in FAVOR 04.1 shall be used in the overall approach of 

the PTS methodology; 
• The models used in the PFM procedure shall be reviewed on a regular basis to include 

upcoming data sets that can contribute to further validation of the models or to the reduction of 
the overall uncertainties in the procedure; 

• In time, the possibility should be created to use direct fracture toughness data within the 
FAVOR procedure; 

• In order to realize this aim a recommendation or obligation to obtain fracture toughness data 
from existing reactor pressure vessel surveillance materials of NPPs should be issued. This 
could be seen as a token for the use of the new PTS-procedure; 

• As crack arrest is explicitly included in the PFM procedure, in time more information on this 
phenomenon needs to be gathered  to validate the modeling; 

• The flaw distribution needs more attention and validation for generalization and the importance 
of in-service inspections for flaw detection should also be stressed after eventual acceptance of 
the new methodology. 
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3. Specific comments 
 
A limited number of specific comments will be sent to Mark EricksonKirk. These comments all relate to 
some textual inconsistencies in NUREG-1807. 
 

4. Conclusion 
 
The effort that has been put in reviewing the 10 CFR 50.61 PTS Rule by USNRC is more than 
substantial: it uses a logical framework, gets a massive amount of input scenario’s and data  from actual 
plants, removes a number of conservatisms in the old procedure, uses modern concepts of fracture 
toughness methodologies as a basis for elaborating the PFM modeling, ...  
 
The PFM part can be accepted within the overall procedure and a number of recommendations on 
improvements have been formulated to justify the use of the approach. 
 
The total effort comes to a trustworthy procedure that should allow, from the PFM part, relaxation of the 
actual 10 CFR 50.61 PTS Rule. However, the reviewer believes that after relaxation, some stringent 
conditions should be put on the NPPs that use the new procedure: statistics to more underbuild the 
procedure can only be obtained by testing their materials. 
 
 
 
Eric van Walle. 
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Final comments made by reviewer Catton 
 
TO:   Thomas E. Murley, Chair 
SUBJECT:   PEER REVIEW OF THE PTS TECHNICAL BASIS 
DATE:   27 November 2004 
COPIES TO:   David Johnson 
    Kumar Rohatgi  (BNL) 
     Helmut Schulz 
   Eric van Walle 
   Shah Malik 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 
In this report, the method developed by the USNRC staff to address modification to the existing PTS 
Rule, 10 CFR 50.61, is reviewed. The comments that are herein focus primarily on the thermal-hydraulic 
aspects of the proposed method of evaluation. The estimates of reactor vessel failure probability 
demonstrate a great deal of conservatism in the existing rule and support relaxation of the regulations to 
reduce the excess conservatism.   
 
There are three parts to the estimation of the probability of vessel fracture resulting from rapid cooling. 
Each part will be discussed in the order of their occurrence in the estimation of the probability and its 
uncertainty. It is not by accident that thermal-hydraulics is placed second in the series of three parts. 
Thermal hydraulics is the circulatory system of a nuclear power station and, in this case, is what connects 
a probabilistic or reliability analysis to the vessel wall where structural mechanics takes over.  
 
There has been an effort to treat uncertainties and the authors of the many documents are to be 
congratulated for their efforts. What is missing, however, is treatment of the propagation of uncertainties 
through the three step process. It would have been very helpful to have selected one or two typical 
sequences (for example, sequence 60 for the Palisades plant) and propagate the uncertainties from 
initiation to predicted failure probability of the vessel. This part of the process is circumvented by binning 
and treating the thermal-hydraulics as deterministic. The explanations are mostly reasonable but not 
quantifiable. Whatever uncertainties there are in the probability of an event and its descriptors could well 
be amplified by the uncertainties in the thermal-hydraulics. 
 
It was disappointing to find that the thermal-hydraulics was assumed to be uncertainty free and to be told 
that the thermal-hydraulic calculations were best estimates. This may be the case for large-break LOCAs 
but is not the case for small breaks and other events with similar thermal-hydraulic behavior where our 
computational tools are less than adequate. Using arguments about relative uncertainty may be correct but 
adds uncertainty, and unease, in its own right.  
 

Staff response:  It was not assumed that the thermal-hydraulic analysis was free of uncertainty.  
Rather, assessing the impact of thermal-hydraulic uncertainty must be done in a deterministic 
manner, since the entire time-history of a given transient must be modeled as a boundary 
condition to the fracture mechanics analysis.   
 
It is indeed true that RELAP5 is a best-estimate thermal-hydraulic code that has been 
extensively qualified for realistic analysis of small-break LOCAs and transients.  In fact, a 
dedicated assessment effort was performed specific to the current PTS analysis to quantify the 
code to predict downcomer temperature, pressure and heat transfer coefficient [Fletcher]. 
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The amount of material sent for review was overwhelming and due to time constraints was not all 
covered. This report is written with the knowledge that answers to many of the comments are in the next 
report. Often NUREG-1806 did not make reference to reports that could be found. It is clearly a report in 
progress. Some figure references are incorrect and arguments being given could not be followed. 
Nonetheless, it is hoped that the remarks will be found useful.  
 
2.0 Initiating Event and Progression Probability 
 
The treatment of events that could lead to a serious PTS event was one of the most thorough I have seen 
although it is difficult to assess completeness without spending a great deal more time. In this I will yield 
to my colleagues who are more involved in PRA. One of the outcomes of the evaluation, however, was a 
surprise. Arguments were given as to why the LOCA is more important than the events previously 
thought to dominate initiators. The basis for this surprising outcome is the role of the “subcool meter”. 
This was an issue when 10 CFR 50.61 was developed around 1980 as there was always the question of 
whether one was faced with a SBLOCA or a PTS event.  
 

Staff response:  The change in outlook is attributable to the fact that large LOCAs were analyzed 
in the current study and not in the earlier IPTS study.  The operator procedures to respond to 
LOCAs and transients have changed significantly since the IPTS study to become more 
symptom-oriented.  
 
The only time subcooling entered into the analysis was with respect to tripping the reactor 
coolant pumps and determining when HPI throttling was permissible for repressurization 
scenarios (stuck-open pressurizer SRV that recloses). 

 
The purpose of the PRA event sequence analysis is to obtain boundary and initial conditions for the 
thermal-hydraulic calculations. The boundary conditions and initial conditions are used to initiate 
computations using RELAP5/Mod 3.2.2gamma and the resulting time dependent downcomer 
temperatures and heat transfer coefficients are forwarded to FAVOR for calculation of the vessel 
conditional failure probability. It was argued, without quantification, that the variations in the PRA based 
boundary and initial conditions are far more important than the uncertainties in the thermal-hydraulic 
models in RELAP5/Mod3.2.2gamma. It would help this reviewer a great deal to have this assumption be 
quantified. Much of what follows could well be unimportant.  
 

Staff response:  The accuracy and uncertainty in RELAP5 to predict downcomer temperature, 
pressure, and heat transfer coefficient was determined through comparison of the code with 
integral system experimental data.  The uncertainties in these three parameters determined 
through assessment was shown to be small compared the variations in these parameters that 
occur from different sequences within a PRA bin [Bessette]. 

 
Again, the PRA process is one of the most detailed I have seen and, in particular, the iterations between 
the plant personnel and the NRC appears to have been very productive. The evaluation of 140,000 
different possibilities by PRA is staggering.  
 
3.0 Thermal Hydraulics 
 
The thermal-hydraulic evaluation was done using RELAP5 3.2.2Gamma. The study was initiated by 
forming a PIRT group to delineate what was important and what was not. The results of the PIRT effort 
can be found in NUREG/CR-5452 dtd Feb 1999. The report documents the PIRT effort where the goal 
was to determine the thermal-hydraulic phenomena that have an impact on the temperature, pressure and 
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heat transfer coefficient histories in the downcomer region around the core active length. This was done 
for a main steam line break from hot standby conditions, overfeeding of all steam generators from full 
power, and 2 in. breaks in both the cold and hot legs.  
 
A number of phenomena were chosen by a panel and then ranked by the panel. The heat transfer at the 
wall, see Section 5.5.5, is described and the heat transfer coefficient is noted to be essential if the cool 
down rate of the wall is to be determined. A total of twenty two phenomena were ranked and the “heat 
transfer coefficient” fell below the cutoff. The basis for eliminating the heat transfer coefficient was the 
argument that “- - - the wall heat transfer coefficient is usually conduction limited in the vessel wall and 
the fluid velocities are relatively low with respect to the rated flows.” That this is not the case has been 
known since the first PTS resolution. 
 
Both the wall flux and the time rate of change of the interface temperature are strong functions of the time 
history and magnitude of the heat transfer coefficient and fluid temperature. Studies in the earlier visit to 
the PTS issue showed that the values of the heat transfer coefficient calculated using correlations now in 
the codes like RELAP5 fell midway between the wall conduction limit (very high heat transfer 
coefficient) and the convective limit (low heat transfer coefficient). The relationship between the heat 
transfer coefficient and failure probability for the base case was very steep. 
 

Staff response:  Evaluation of the Biot number shows that the heat transfer (heat flux) is indeed 
conduction-controlled.  This has been shown many times by many different investigators.  
Iterative solution of the coupled conduction-convection equations demonstrated this as well. The 
incorporation of a model for free convection in RELAP5 provides a ”floor” for heat transfer.  
Free convection gives higher values for heat transfer coefficient than forced convection at low 
velocities in the bulk fluid flow.  Such is generally the case during conditions of loop flow 
stagnation, where heat transfer coefficients generally fall in the range ~1500 to 3500 W/m2-C. 
 
That being said, the characteristic length term to be used in the Biot number analysis is most 
important.  This length term must be selected considering the physical processes that control the 
fracture analyses.  Using a different, smaller characteristic length indicates that the heat transfer 
coefficient has a greater importance than has been considered in past studies.  Consequently, a 
number of sensitivity studies were performed to determine the influence of heat transfer 
coefficient, and these have been reported (NUREG-1809).  The effect is most evident at 
conditions of loop flow stagnation and rapid cooldown of the reactor coolant system, 
characteristic of medium and large LOCAs.   
 
We regard the subject of heat transfer (h) as one of but a myriad of sources of uncertainty that 
has been treated in the overall analyses.  There is nothing unique or distinctive about it, 
particularly with respect to the other two important thermal parameters of temperature (T) and 
pressure.  In fact, h should be considered together with T as part of heat flux uncertainty. 

 
The twenty two phenomena were reduced to seven for consideration in determining the bounds or 
uncertainty in the thermal-hydraulic analysis. The heat transfer coefficient was ranked tenth leaving it out 
of further consideration. It was then argued that previous work and RELAP5/MOD3 development 
assessments had shown it to be adequate to predict these phenomena. This is not the case. RELAP5 may 
be adequate for predicting the phenomena under large break conditions but not for a small break. There 
are a number of problems that arise when the downcomer thermal-hydraulic behavior must be predicted 
and there is countercurrent flow in the cold leg. There is a missing part to the story we heard. The PIRT 
should have led to statements about processes that are important. Comparisons of code predictions with 
data from facilities that have been shown (by a scaling analysis) to be relevant then lead to knowledge of 
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the uncertainties in the predictions. The uncertainty in a code prediction needs to be evaluated by itself. 
Application to a plant with appropriate consideration of operational uncertainties then yields the value and 
uncertainty of the final result.   
 

Staff response:  No basis is provided for the extreme statement that RELAP5 is inadequate for 
small-break LOCAs.  To the contrary, RELAP5 has been extensively assessed against a large 
database of small-break LOCA experiments in a number of different integral system test 
facilities.  Over the past ~25 years, the code has been applied extensively to many different 
small-break analyses.  Recently, for example, the staff conducted an extensive effort to assess 
RELAP5 for analysis of AP600, and concluded that RELAP5 was applicable for such analyses.  
Nonetheless, PTS-specific assessment was performed to evaluate the performance of RELAP5 
for predicting downcomer conditions for a spectrum of PTS-significant scenarios [Fletcher]. 

 
During a presentation of the thermal-hydraulic results, it was noted that a non-physical results led to 
putting in an artificial flow resistance to make flow go the way they thought it should. The presenter did 
not know what other effects this might have had on the final results. It was further noted that the 
downcomer fluid temperature forwarded for use in FAVOR was a spatial average. It seems to this 
reviewer that averaging the temperature in the downcomer rather than giving the PFM analyst the lowest 
value is nonconservative. The argument given for using the average was that the temperature differences 
were small and it does not matter. Such assumptions would be more acceptable if they were supported by 
more than judgment. As a result of questions raised at the last meeting with the staff, a RELAP5 
sensitivity study was initiated and carried out. It is discussed in the next section. 
 

Staff response:  Whether calculated flows are “numerical” or physical was investigated as part of 
the PTS reevaluation.  Specific assessments were performed, as well as sensitivity studies.  As 
noted in the above response, a large body of experimental data was examined from a number of 
different experimental facilities.  The data show the downcomer to be well-mixed in both the 
axial and circumferential directions.  Plumes were found to be either weak or nonexistent.  The 
maximum temperature variations observed in the experiments were comparable to the standard 
deviation of RELAP5 for predicting nominal temperature (σ ~10°C).  
  
Use of average values for downcomer temperature and heat transfer rather than minimum and 
maximum values is appropriate.  The comparison of RELAP5 with the experimental data for 
temperature was done on this basis.  At any rate, there is little difference between the average 
value of temperature and the minimum value of temperature based on the well-mixed nature of 
the downcomer [Bessette].   

 
3.1 RELAP5 Sensitivity Studies for PTS 
 
A number of issues were raised during the course of the Peer Review and nine of them were addressed 
and reported by Bessette (RELAP5 Sensitivity Studies for PTS, October 2004). The report was reviewed 
and the results of the review are reported here. Bessette used the Palisades transients given in Table 1 to 
carry out his study. Seven of the nine issues are discussed in what follows.  
  
3.1.1 Cooldown Rate 
 
This was studied by approximating the downcomer fluid temperature by an exponentially decaying 
temperature and varying the decay rate and heat transfer coefficient. The downcomer temperature is given 
by 
  0( ) ( ) t

dc ECC ECCT t T T T e b-= + -  
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The cooldown rates examined are shown in Fig. 1, taken from the thermal-hydraulic sensitivity study by 
Bessette. The RELAP5 result was used as a basis and higher and lower values of the decay rate were 
obtained by using higher and lower values of b. This is a reasonable approach if the initial value 
calculated by RELAP5 is appropriate. The ranges of values of b chosen, however, yield less than a plus or 
minus 20% variation in the total downcomer temperature change. The ROSA tests show larger variations 
than this although it is not clear whether or not the average decay rate is higher or lower. Further, it is not 
clear how the figure was used; e.g., the given temperature time behavior is used for all the transients. This 
temperature range needs to be justified and how it is used needs to be explained.  
 

Staff response:  The sensitivity study was intended to be illustrative and not comprehensive.  It is 
true that faster cooldown rates do occur.  The study looked at the effect of both cooldown rate 
and heat transfer coefficient, and concluded that of the two, the cooldown rate had a greater 
effect.  The same set of temperature curves was used for the three studies of the effect of heat 
transfer coefficient (1.0 x h; 0.7 x h; 1.56 x h).   
 
The study does illustrate that PTS scenarios can be approximated by simple exponential 
temperature decay, describing an ideally mixing (back-mixed, mixing cup) situation.  When the 
exponential equation is fitted to a RELAP5 calculation, sensitivity studies can be performed 
easily. 
 
The initial temperature for the calculations is the initial temperature of the downcomer and the 
reactor vessel during normal operating conditions.  It is not dependent in any way on RELAP5 
prediction.  The transient selected as the basis for the sensitivity studies was a risk-significant 
sequence in Palisades. 

 
 

Table 1, from Bessette (2004) 
Palisades Transients Used as Basis for Sensitivity Studies 

Palisades 
Case 

Transient Mean Initiating 
frequency 

 
19 
40 
52 
54 
55 
58 
59 
60 
62 
63 
64 
65 
 

 
1 SG ADV stuck-open 
16-in. HL LOCA  
1 SG ADV stuck-open  
MSLB 
2 SG ADVs stuck-open 
4-in. CL LOCA winter 
4-in. CL LOCA summer 
2-in. HL LOCA winter 
8-in. CL LOCA winter 
5.7 in. CL LOCA winter 
4-in. HL LOCA summer 
SRV recloses @ 6000s 

 

 
2.3 E-3 
3.2 E-5 
6.4 E-4 
4.3 E-6 
2.7 E-4 
2.7 E-4 
2.1 E-4 
2.1 E-4 
7.1 E-6 
6.1 E-6 
7.1 E-6 
1.2 E-4 
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How it was decided that the cooldown rate predicted by RELAP5 is the appropriate starting place is not 
clear. It seems that this would be a good place to use the results from the OSU testing as it was based on 
scaled studies. Doing so would give a “code independent” evaluation as well as an opportunity to further 
validate the code. An initial step might be to incorporate some of the OSU scaling study results 
(NUREG/CR-6731) into Figure 1. 
 
The version of RELAP5 used to generate the comparisons given in Table 2 (Sensitivity Analysis for 
Exponential  -- - -”) on page 5 of the Bessette report is not given. Further, the discussion indicates that the 
maximum decay rate used led to a 2.6 fold increase in CPF with a heat transfer coefficient multiplier of 
1.0 and 3.4 with a multiplier of 1.56. This is somewhat confusing given the large numbers seen in table 5 
on page 8 of the Bessette report. 
 

Staff response:  RELAP5/MOD3.2.2γ was used for these analyses, the same version that was 
used for all the PTS calculations. 

 
Some comparisons of APEX and Palisades are given in Chapter 5 of “Scaling Analysis for the OSU 
APEX-CE Integral System Test Facility”, NUREG/CR-6731 by Reyes. The calculations were done using 
REMIX and the scaled results compare reasonably well. Given the inapplicability of RELAP5 to small 
break or similar events, use should have been made of REMIX as it has undergone a great deal more 
scrutiny for such applications.  
 

Staff response:  REMIX calculations were performed and are documented in NUREG-1809.  
The results from these calculations are consistent with the experimental data and the overall 
conclusions regarding the extent of mixing in the downcomer.  REMIX has been assessed 
against the separate effects mixing experiments, as well as the same UPTF Test 1 used for 
RELAP5 assessment.  The results show that REMIX calculates the separate effects experiments 
well, with some conservatism in its prediction of plume strength.   
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However, from the amount of mixing observed in integral system test data, we find REMIX to 
have greater conservatism that indicated by its comparisons to separate effects tests.  This is due 
to several limitations in REMIX and the separate effects data for which it was assessed:  
 
• Modeling of the downcomer mixing as the decay of a single free plume is not 

appropriate. 
 
• Most separate effects tests, with exception of IVO, did not investigate multiple plume 

interactions and plume merging.  
 
• Heat transfer across the core barrel promoted by core decay heat is not included in 

REMIX or the separate effects experiments as a driving force for mixing. 
 
• Heat transfer from vessel wall and other structures was not present in experiments where 

density effects are salt instead of thermal.  The effect of heat transfer on mixing is not 
included in REMIX or separate effects experiments. Even thermal tests such as Creare 
had less that prototypic heat flux. 

 
• In-vessel natural circulation driven by decay heat and ECC injection cooling flow is not 

included in REMIX or separate effect experiments.  The flow circuit is up through the 
core, through the upper-plenum/downcomer the bypass, and down the downcomer 
(Theofanous found it necessary to model this effect in UPTF to get reasonable 
agreement between REMIX and the data) 

 
• System flows promoted by break flow and depressurization is not included in REMIX or 

separate effects experiments. 
 
• Complete annular downcomer compared to 90 degree unwrapped sector is not included 

in REMIX or separate effects experiments. 
 
3.1.2 Downcomer heat transfer coefficient 
 
How the average CPF for the sequences studied is found is not given. As a result, the basis for arriving at 
a CPF that is 3.3 times the RELAP5 base case is somewhat mysterious. Different configurations of 
RELAP5 were used to calculate the CPF: 

• Base case: RELAP5/MOD 3.2.2Gamma (used for all the PTS calculations). 
• Variation 1: RELAP5/MOD 3.3 (latest version of RELAP5). 
• Variation 2: RELAP5/MOD3.3 with Petukhov-Catton implemented. 
• Variation 3: RELAP5/MOD3.3 with Petukhov-Catton, and an additional heat transfer multiplier 

of 0.7 applied to hdc. 
• Variation 4: RELAP5/MODE3.3 with Petukhov-Catton, and an additional heat transfer multiplier 

of 1.3 applied to hdc. 
 
Table 5, page 8, shows that the CPF for some sequences is significantly increased, see sequence P-60, 
relative to RELAP5 Mod 3.3. Further, Table 5, page 8, shows increases in CPF ranging up to a factor of 
25.  Nothing is said in the report about what the differences between the two versions are. One has to 
wonder what the differences are between Mod 3.2.2Gamma and Mod 3.3 that led to the change and if it is 
real, why Mod 3.3 wasn’t immediately substituted for Mod 3.2.2Gamma in the PTS study.  
 



 
 

B-125 
 

When the heat transfer package is changed to include mixed-convection, the increase in CPF for sequence 
P-60 is a factor of 25. There are other sequences that are increased by factors seven to twelve. If the heat 
transfer is increased 30% using Mod 3.3, the CPF is only marginally increased except for sequence P-40 
where there is a twelve fold increase. The conduction limit has probably been reached and the result is no 
surprise. These results are indeed strange and deserve some attention. There is clearly a great deal of 
uncertainty in the thermal-hydraulic calculations. 
 

Staff response:  Mixed-convection is not considered relevant to the downcomer because of the 
significant enhancement in natural circulation flows in this region.   
 
The above calculations were done as a sensitivity study with a developmental version of 
RELAP5.  They were performed in response to a peer review request to explore the issue of 
mixed-convection. Because of the time constraint, the implementation of the heat transfer 
models, although reviewed, was not assessed at the time, or subsequently.  More recent review 
of the results from cases 60, 40, 62 and 44 has raised doubts about the implementation of the 
heat transfer models because of the presence unphysical results.   
 
Review of experimental data from Creare, UPTF, and APEX indicates downcomer mass flow 
rates substantially higher than those for which mixed-convection plays a significant role.  For 
example, Creare reported a heat transfer enhancement attributable to mixed-convection of only 
~5%.  The characteristic velocities in the downcomer under flow stagnation conditions are 1 to 
4-ft/s. See [Bessette].   

 
3.1.3 Downcomer nodalization 
 
It is argued that the 2-dimensional version of RELAP5 is conservative because the ratio of overall values 
of the CPF2D/CPF1D=1.5. Values of the ratio reach dizzying magnitudes under some circumstances (a 
ratio as high as 2.8 E7 for a 5.7 in. CL LOCA winter). With results like this, one can only conclude that 
there is something deeply malignant in RELAP5 or the writer forgot to tell us something. That the 
uncertainty in the thermal-hydraulic calculations is large should not be a surprise when using RELAP5 
under conditions where it is inappropriate and has a “fix” that is known to be physically incorrect.  
 

Staff response:  We take issue with these extreme statements. 
 
The results were explained in the sensitivity analysis.  It is no surprise that the warmer the 
downcomer, the lower the CPF.  Cold leg break flow patterns may differ significantly from hot 
side breaks.  The favored flow path for a cold leg break is towards the broken cold leg.  At a 
minimum, the ECC injected into the broken cold leg is bypassed out the break.  Depending on 
size of the break and the time during the transient, some of the ECC injection into the intact cold 
legs may be bypassed as well.  Indeed, the core and downcomer may experience flow reversal, 
so that water from the hot side of the reactor coolant system flows down through the core, 
through the lower plenum, and upwards through the downcomer towards the break.   
 
Additionally, downcomer flows may be downwards near the intact cold legs, and upwards near 
the broken cold leg.  Such flow patterns were commonly observed in large cold leg break 
experiments in UPTF.  Naturally, use of a 1D downcomer precludes two dimensional flows.  A 
1D nodalization results in warmer downcomer temperatures.  As a result, the 1D downcomer 
nodalization produced an average CPF that was more than a factor of 1000 lower than for the 2D 
downcomer.   
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Cold leg break LOCAs should not analyzed using a one-dimensional downcomer nodalization. 
Such a formulation means that the cold ECC injected flow is bypassed to the break through the 
upper downcomer instead of being allowed to flow to the lower downcomer.  Downcomer 
temperatures, therefore, remain significantly warmer. 

 
There is a long history associated with the desire to create a 2D downcomer for RELAP. The 2D 
downcomer was first used to evaluate a UHI plant (McQuire) in the late seventies. Values of velocities in 
the downcomer were known to be incorrect and very high but the overall result was what was expected, 
namely the UHI improved the LOCA result. Marshal Berman at SNL did the study for NRC. A brief 
study by ACRS consultants further confirmed that the use of a piping network to simulate 2 dimensional 
flow was physically incorrect and that by adjusting node-to-node azimuthal distances, one could get 
various results.  The conclusions reached by Berman and by the ACRS consultants were that one should 
not use the piping network and if 2 dimensional behavior needed to be evaluated, a 2 dimensional code 
like TRAC or some other CFD tool should be used.  
 

Staff response:  The analyses referred to were performed by Sandia National Laboratory (SNL) 
as technical assistance to NRR.  The investigations included analysis of upper head injection 
(e.g., McGuire), hot leg breaks and cold leg breaks.  We reviewed work performed by SNL in 
the regard, including SNL reports NUREG/CR-0940, NUREG/CR-1364, NUREG/CR-1470, and 
NUREG/CR-1841.  In addition we contacted remaining SNL and (former) NRR staff who 
performed the analyses.  The analyses were performed at the time using RELAP4/MOD5 (as 
well as TRAC).   
 
SNL performed several nodalization studies, and concluded that multi-channel was required in 
the core and the downcomer to obtain physically reasonable results, which was hopeless using a 
one-dimensional model.  Therefore, one-dimensional nodalization should not be used in the 
downcomer and core in these circumstances. They also observed that numerical flow could 
occur (similar to the current codes), but that adequate modeling of form losses could prevent 
unphysical flows.   
 
If the reference of the ACRS consultant were identified, we would be happy to review it.  As it 
is, SNL reached the same conclusions 25 years ago that we repeated most recently. 

 
3.1.4 Downcomer momentum flux 
 
It is stated that “The 2D representation was employed because it provides for a better representation of the 
physical flow conditions. The additional degree of freedom renders loop flows more stable. It also allows 
a better representation of cold leg breaks, as was described above.” It is correctly stated that the problem 
is with the cross flow terms in the momentum equation, but to argue that the 2D representation has any 
meaning is without basis. Several arguments are given as to why neglect of the momentum flux terms is 
not important. The least satisfactory is the statement  “- - - thermal-hydraulic system codes do not, in 
general, conserve momentum, so the absence of the terms does not represent an important additional 
limitation.” A caution about the appearance of numerically driven flows is given. It has been known since 
the seventies that these velocities can be quite high. High velocities do two things; 1) lead to higher heat 
transfer coefficients (increases CPF), and 2) better circumferential mixing of the fluid in the downcomer 
(reduces CPF). Comparing two versions of the code (one inappropriate and one physically incorrect) 
cannot lead to anything conclusive.   
 
The table presented by Bessette, Table 7, page 11, demonstrates that the ratio of the CPF for the 
“momentum on” over the CPF for “momentum off” range all over the place. If momentum flux were 
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relatively unimportant, the ratio would have been near unity. Instead it reaches a high of nearly 8,000 and 
a low of 1/10,000. This does not appear to be relatively unimportant to this reviewer. Granted, 
explanations are given for the observed results. The problem is, one must appeal to wide ranging 
arguments to gain comfort from what is presented.  
 

Staff response:  Only two transients showed a substantial effect.  These two transients were 
carefully evaluated.  In reviewing case 156, a large-break LOCA, we noticed that the 
downcomer flows were excessive.  While our review showed the problem to be limited to this 
one case, this one transient led us to repeat the calculation of the entire set of 75 Oconee PTS 
scenarios to ensure that we knew the overall results.   
 
To repeat the explanation accompanying the sensitivity study: 
 
“Two transients showed a large change (O-156 and O-110).  O-156 was a large break (16-in.) 
LOCA, for which the CPF was a factor of 1000 lower with momentum flux off.  This transient 
exhibited excessive downcomer circulation when momentum flux was on, which increased the 
heat transfer.   
 
Oconee 110 was a 2-in. surge line break with HPI failure.  After 900s, the operator opened the 
two steam dump valves to lower primary system pressure and initiate accumulator and low-
pressure injection.  The two sensitivity calculations compared very closely for this transient, 
with almost no noticeable differences.  At approximately 1830s, however, the case with 
momentum flux off, the pressure decreased slightly more than the case with momentum flux on.   
 
The small difference in pressure occurred when RCS pressure was ~200 psi for both 
calculations.  The small difference was enough, however, to allow substantial LPI injection in 
one case but not the other (LPI shutoff heat = 200 psi).  The difference in LPI injection flows 
caused a significant difference in downcomer temperature, which caused the difference in CPF.  
The particular transient is an excellent example of divergent, nearly bifurcating behavior that can 
occur as a result of plant design features such as: relief valve set points, level control, pressure 
control, pump shutoff heads, accumulator pressure, and so on. 

 
It is beyond this reviewers comprehension why a code like TRAC was not used. It supposedly had 
overcome the momentum conservation problems and could correctly simulate a 2D downcomer. If there 
was institutional reluctance to use TRAC, then any one of a number of CFD codes could have been used. 
At a minimum, the reader should be shown a comparison with appropriately scaled experimental data so 
that an independent conclusion about the uncertainty in thermal-hydraulic calculations can be reached. 
 

Staff response:  Use of the TRAC (TRACE) code was evaluated.  However, at the time the code 
was under development and we experienced significant difficulties with run time and lack of 
robustness.  In addition, the capability of TRAC (now TRACE) is in general similar to that of 
RELAP5 for predicting flows in the downcomer.  While TRACE does include terms for cross-
flow of momentum, the solution is not inherently improved.  Both codes model the downcomer 
in two-dimensions using similar nodalization schemes.  Neither code is able to model shear 
forces between fluids flowing at different velocities in parallel nodes. 

 
3.1.5 Reactor vessel wall mesh size 
 
A factor of ten reduction in node size reduced the CPF by one third. Several of the sequences (58, 59, and 
63) demonstrated a sensitivity to the factor of ten increase in the number of nodes by increasing the CPF a 
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factor of ten. All have relatively low CPFs but are sensitive nevertheless. One can only speculate what 
another factor of ten reduction in mesh size would do. 
 

Staff response:  We performed a nodalization sensitivity study to determine the appropriate mesh 
size to use, in which we varied the wall mesh in several steps between 8 and 80 nodes.  This 
study showed convergence was reached at less than 80 nodes.  From this study, we increased the 
nodalization from that used in the IPTS study (~8 nodes) to the 80 nodes used in the current 
study. 

 
3.1.6 RELAP5-FAVOR boundary conditions time step 
 
Matching the time step of FAVOR by using RELAP5 results at one second intervals caused very little 
difference in the final results. 
 
3.1.7 Time averaging of RELAP5 output 
 
RELAP5 time steps vary from 1 to 50 ms. CPFs for results averaged over 1 second were compared to 
CPFs for time averaged results and very little effect was noted. 
 
3.1.8 Treatment of the cold leg flow 
 
Although not called out specifically by Bessette, evaluating the impact of different temperature gradients 
is in part to try and delineate the impact of a one-dimensional single direction representation of 
countercurrent flow on mixing in the cold leg and flow into the downcomer, see Section 3.1.1. 
Countercurrent stratified flow occurs in the cold leg and cannot be analyzed by a code like RELAP5 
without a great deal of uncertainty because RELAP5 is a one dimensional code. In the past mixing codes 
like REMIX, of which there are several, have been used to determine temperatures and flows at the cold 
leg inlet to the downcomer. REMIX is used by Reyes, see Chap 5 of  OSU APEX-CE Integral System 
Test Facility, NUREG/CR-6731. REMIX is a simple multi-stage mixing code and is a reasonable tool 
although it needs some comparison with experimental data for corroboration. The mixing parameters, and 
their uncertainties, used in REMIX can be estimated. These can in turn can be used to estimate the 
uncertainty in temperature at various locations in the downcomer. This was promised in the PIRT report. 
Another alternative is CFD. The first study of the PTS issue using CFD was based on the COMMIX code.  
 
 Rather than attempting to address the actual problem, use is made of wide ranging arguments 
about relative unimportance of the results to the overall answer. The binning of the various calculations 
may well support this conclusion but it is not easily discerned that this is the case. Again, some 
quantification would have helped one to agree with the staff conclusions. 
 

Staff response:  We reviewed a large amount of data from several experimental facilities 
including LOFT, ROSA, Creare, UPTF, and APEX.  The data show plumes to be either weak or 
nonexistent.  The experimental data show substantial natural circulation flows in the downcomer 
that promote mixing, with mass flow rates 10 to 20 times the ECC injection flow rate.  The 
mixing flows are consistent with the absence of significant plumes in the downcomer.  
COMMIX CFD calculations showed similar results [NUREG-1809]. 
 
We have assessed RELAP5 with experimental data for downcomer conditions including 
temperature, temperature distribution, and heat transfer.  These assessment included 
comparisons with data for possible multidimensional effects.  We have performed additional 
assessment of RELAP5 against integrated heat transfer experimental data from UPTF and 
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APEX-CE.  This assessment shows good agreement between the base case RELAP5 code and 
the data. 

 
3.2 NUREG 1806 Draft Dated 11-02-04, Section 6  
 
As part of the analysis, key parameters and processes that affect the reactor vessel downcomer fluid 
temperature, primary system pressure and heat transfer coefficient on the inside of the vessel wall were 
defined. The Performance Ranking and Ranking Technique (PIRT) methodology was used to identify the 
most important processes that impact reactor system thermal-hydraulic response to a transient (see 
NUREG/CR-5452). It was not possible to find the document referenced in the list of references in the 
NUREG-1806. As a result, this reviewer is not sure whether or not the PIRT was revisited after earlier 
comments. It will be assumed that it was not. 
 

Staff response:  The reviewer has the necessary documents.  We, in fact, revisited the PIRT on 
two occasions:  (1) Reyes reconsidered the PIRT in his OSU testing program.  NUREG/CR-
6731, NUREG/CR-6856.  (2)   In the RELAP5 assessment report (NUREG/CR-6857), we also 
document our revision to the PTS PIRT.   

 
Application of PIRT to the PTS issue yielded the following phenomena that should guide the code 
selection process: 
 

• Break flow 
• Primary system pressurization 
• Natural circulation/flow stagnation 
• Boiler-condensation mode and reflux condensation 
• Mixing in the downcomer 
• Condensation, mixing and stratification in the cold leg 
• Integral system response 

 
These parameters were selected because of their primary or secondary importance on downcomer 
conditions. The three phenomena judged to be of most importance to downcomer conditions during PTS 
events are: 
 

• natural circulation/flow stagnation 
• integral system response 
• primary system pressurization 

 
These phenomena were used to focus the RELAP5/MOD 3.2.2gamma assessment.  Assessment was 
based on ability to predict the above phenomena. Mixing in the downcomer cannot be treated by any 
version of RELAP5. Further, although not noted in the PIRT effort, no version of RELAP5 can treat 
countercurrent stratified flow in a cold leg nor can condensation, mixing and stratification in the cold leg 
be dealt with. This oversight by the PIRT group remains with us.  
 
Section 6.3.2, RELAP5 Numeric Issues, contains discussion of the occurrence of large azimuthal 
velocities when the downcomer is two-dimensional. The report states “The source of the circulation was 
traced to the application of the RELAP5 momentum flux model within downcomer regions that are 
represented using two-dimensional nodalization schemes (in the axial and azimuthal directions). The root 
cause of this problem in the RELAP5 code has not yet been uncovered, however it was found that 
deactivating momentum flux for the junctions within the downcomer region prevented these unphysical 
circulations. As a result, momentum flux was deactivated in the downcomer regions of the plant models 
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used for the LOCA cases.” In section 6.4 it is further stated that “The downcomer model used in each 
plant was revised to use a two-dimensional nodalization. This approach was used to capture the possible 
temperature variation in the downcomer due to the injection of cold ECCS water into each of the cold 
legs. Capturing this temperature variation in the downcomer is not possible with a one-dimensional 
downcomer nodalization.  In the revised models, the downcomer is divided into six azimuthal regions for 
each plant. The reason for choosing six azimuthal regions is to match the geometry of the hot and cold 
legs around the circumference of the reactor vessel and so that water from each of the cold legs 
would flow into a separate downcomer node.” Before such an approximation can be made, they should be 
quantified and shown to be valid. This could be done by order of magnitude comparisons of terms in the 
equations or comparison with data. This is particularly true when momentum flux is removed and the 
equations are an incorrect representation of the flow.   
 

Staff response:  We reviewed a large amount of data from several experimental facilities 
including LOFT, ROSA, Creare, UPTF, and APEX.  The experimental data are consistent in 
showing the presence of a large degree of thermal stratification in the cold legs as a result of 
ECC injection of cold water into a system initially filled with hot water.  The same data show 
downcomer plumes to be either weak or nonexistent.  The experimental data show substantially 
enhanced natural circulation flows in the downcomer that promote mixing, with mass flow rates 
~20 times the ECC injection flow rate.  These large eddy mixing flows are consistent with the 
absence of significant plumes in the downcomer.  The same behavior is seen at full-scale 
(UPFT), large scale full height (ROSA); large scale reduced height (LOFT), aspect ratio-scaled 
(APEX), and in separate effects tests (Creare).  Similitude for fluid-fluid mixing and 
stratification is governed by Richardson Number scaling.  The Reynolds number is influential as 
well.  The different facilities were examined from this perspective to determine their 
applicability.  
 
Any application of RELAP5 involves the solution of a thermodynamic control volume problem.  
The solution to such problems is governed by the initial conditions of the control volume, and 
the boundary flows across the control volume.  Local phenomena may have importance as well, 
and these are identified through the PIRT process.  The problem solution depends on both the 
model of the control volume as represented in the input deck, and the modeling of physical 
phenomena as represented by the code itself.  Both influencing factors must be identified and 
ranked together; otherwise, effort may be wasted on unimportant parameters.  A large number of 
sensitivity studies were performed in association with the PIRT to quantify the effects of the 
different boundary conditions and physical models in RELAP5. 

 
RELAP5 was assessed against separate-effects experiments to evaluate its capabilities for predicting 
specific localized behavior that is relevant for PTS. These separate effects experiments included Marviken 
tests for assessing critical flow models, MIT Pressurizer facility tests for assessing steam condensation 
and RCS pressurization behavior, UPTF full-scale tests for assessing condensation and steam/water flow 
phenomena and Semiscale tests for assessing coolant loop natural circulation flow behavior. In spite of 
this impressive list, comparisons of important downcomer behavior like mixing or penalties associated 
with the lack of a countercurrent stratified flow model are given as overpredictions and underpredictions. 
This in itself is not enough, because as shown by Bessette, the key parameter is temperature decay rate.   
 

Staff response:  See previous response   
 
The TH uncertainty characterization, Section 6.8.2.2,  
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In Bessette’s sensitivity assessment, Mod 3.3 is used and was found to yield different results. The basis 
for not rerunning many of the sequences using Mod 3.2.2gamma is not given nor is any explanation for 
the differences. See comments on the Bessette sensitivity study. The momentum flux problem in 
RELAP5 is the non-physical nature of the momentum equations that results from the use of a piping 
network to represent 2 dimensional flow. The problem has been known to exist for 25 years. This is not 
new.  
 

Staff response:  See the first staff response in Section 3.1.4 of this letter.  
 
4.0 Structural Mechanics 
 
The advances in PFM since PTS was last addressed appear to be significant. When PTS was last 
addressed, the major uncertainties were in the PFM. It appears as if this has changed and that the values 
and uncertainties can be evaluated subject only to the uncertainties in the thermal-hydraulics. This area is 
left to my colleagues to discuss. It came as some surprise, however, that the LOCA is a dominant 
contributor to the PTS risk.  
 

Staff response:  As discussed in Section 8.5.2.5, medium- and large-break LOCAs never 
appeared as dominant transients in previous assessments of PTS because these transients were 
never analyzed.  Our analysis shows (see Figure 8.44) that for highly embrittled vessels medium 
and large-break LOCAs contribute more than half of the total TWCF.  However, at the more 
modest embrittlement levels characteristic of 40 to 60 years of operation stuck-open valves 
(primary side) are the dominant risk contributors 

 
When experts in PFM were asked, they noted that they knew where more dangerous regions of the vessel 
wall could be found. Given this information, it is not clear why they were not some how weighted into the 
computational procedure. Everything is done in terms of averages. How can one do this when it is known 
that there are regions in the vessel wall that are more susceptible to thermal shock than others. Rohatgi 
used an analogy to describe this concern. He asked you to imagine a river that was, on average, 5 feet 
deep. The shore is shallow and there is a 20 foot deep trench along the center. You will surely drown if 
you try to walk across. How can this trench just be average under the guise of “PRA”? 
 

Staff response:  It is unclear to the staff the basis of reviewer Catton’s opinion that “everything is 
done in terms of averages” in the PFM analysis, because this is not the case.  Interested readers 
are referred to the various reports on the PFM analysis (see Section 13.1.3 for a complete list) as 
these describe in detail all of the location dependencies that are explicitly accounted for in our 
calculations.  By way of summary, we can point out that location dependencies in the flaw 
population, in fluence, and in chemistry and fracture toughness properties are all simulated.  
Collectively, these simulated the spatial variability of the fracture resistance of the RPV steel. 
 
Location dependencies in the flaw population 
 
o Based on non-destructive and destructive evaluations of RPV vessel materials, we have 

determined that embedded weld flaws only occur on the weld fusion lines (that is, the 
interface between the deposited weld metal and the plate or forging that the weld joins).  
Consequently, embedded weld flaws are simulated ONLY to occur on the weld fusion lines.  
This means that the flaws associated with axial welds are ALWAYS oriented axially 
whereas the flaws associated with circumferential welds are ALWAYS oriented 
circumferentially.   
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o Based on non-destructive and destructive evaluations of RPV vessel materials, we have 
determined that embedded plate flaws can occur with equal likelihood at any location within 
the plate and with any orientation.  Consequently, this is the way FAVOR simulates these 
embedded flaws. 

o Our non-destructive and destructive evaluations have also determined that embedded weld 
flaws and embedded plate flaws have different size distributions (embedded weld flaws 
being generally larger).  Consequently, FAVOR simulates these different size distributions 
… preferentially placing the larger flaws along the weld fusion lines and placing smaller 
flaws preferentially in the plates. 

o Finally, our non-destructive and destructive evaluations of RPV vessel materials have 
revealed that surface breaking flaws can arise as lack of inter-run fusion defects between the 
weld beads of the austenitic stainless steel cladding that is deposited on the inner diameter of 
the vessel.  Consequently, the only surface flaws that FAVOR simulates are oriented 
circumferentially (because the cladding is laid down circumferentially) and are simulated to 
have a depth equal to the thickness of the cladding. 

 
Location dependencies in fluence 
 
o As illustrated in Figure 8.1 of NUREG-1806 the magnitude of the neutron fluence to which 

the vessel wall is subjected varies markedly in both the azimuthal and axial orientations due 
to the (respectively) the variable gap between the core and the ID and due to the finite axial 
length of the core.  These variations cause proportional variations in the level of irradiation 
damage (i.e., toughness reduction) experienced by different locations on the vessel ID.  Both 
the axial and azimuthal fluence variations illustrated in Figure 8.1 are simulated by FAVOR/ 

o Additionally, the level of neutron damage diminishes exponentially as you move through the 
vessel wall from the ID to the OD because the steel closer to the ID “soaks up” the neutrons 
… thereby resulting in less damage to the RPV steel that lies further from the ID.  This 
attenuation of neutron damage through the vessel thickness is simulated by FAVOR. 

 
Location dependence of chemistry and toughness properties 
 
o Each weld, plate or forging in the beltline of the vessel may have its own unique values for 

chemistry variables (Cu, Ni, P) and for toughness variables (RTNDT).  Thus the chemical 
composition (which controls the irradiation sensitivity) and the toughness of the vessel 
before irradiation is location dependent.  FAVOR uses these mean values to center the 
distributions of Cu, Ni, P, and RTNDT from which it samples to simulate the point to point 
material variability within the vessel. 

 
5.0 Concluding Remarks 
 

• It was argued, without quantification, that the variations in the PRA based boundary and initial 
conditions are far more important than the uncertainties in the thermal-hydraulic models in 
RELAP5/ Mod3.2.2Gamma. This assumption should be quantified. If this is done, much of what 
follows could well be unimportant.  

• The PRA process is one of the most detailed I have seen and, in particular, the iterations between 
the plant personnel and the NRC appears to have been very productive. The evaluation of 
140,000 different possibilities by PRA is staggering.  

• Given the differences between predictions using Mod 3.2.2Gamma and Mod 3.3, a tenfold 
change in some CPFs, an explanation of what caused the differences is needed.   
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• Use of a two dimensional downcomer with or without momentum flux results in more questions 
than answers when no experimental confirmation is demonstrated to support the conclusions 
reached.  

• Why after 25 years is there not a computational tool that can address two dimensional flows in 
the downcomer?  Why after 25 years is there no computational tool capable of addressing 
countercurrent stratified flow in the cold legs? These are not new questions. There are many 
examples of what happens when such computational capabilities do not exist. The primary result 
is highly conservative and argumentative positions on safety issues leading to results in which 
little faith can be placed.  

• Use of the “relative importance” of the computed results to argue that improper use of a computer 
code is acceptable without quantification does not give one confidence in the final result. 

• When bin uncertainties are discussed, the uncertainties are the result of slightly different cases 
being put in the same bin. This has nothing to do with code uncertainty. Within one of these bins, 
the code uncertainty should be shown to complete the argument and if the code uncertainty is 
well within the bin uncertainty, then the code is good enough. This has yet to be done. 

• The advances in PFM since PTS was last addressed appear to be significant. 
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Final comments made by reviewer Rohatgi 
 
Review of Technical Basis for Revision of Pressurized Thermal Shock (PTS) Screening Limit in the PTS 
Rule ( 10 CFR 50.61): Summary Report; (NUREG-1806); 
Thermal Hydraulic Aspects (Draft) 
U.S. Rohatgi, BNL 
 
NUREG 1806 is a well-written document describing the approach from the introduction of the problem, 
PRA, thermal-hydraulics to fracture mechanics. The approach is systematic and addresses full scope of 
PTS Rule changes. It captures the advancement in technology since 1982 in the area of PRA and fracture 
mechanics along with characterization of the flaws. 
 
The thermal-hydraulic area has not advanced as much since 1982 as other areas. The RELAP5 code is 
still a one-dimensional code but it has become more robust.  There are still some problems with mass and 
momentum conservation and condensation model. 
 
The PRA provides the sequence of transients and their frequencies. These sequences are put in groups 
(bins) based similar behavior.  A sequence is selected from each bin to represent that bin or class of 
transients. This selected transient is analyzed with a best estimate system code such as RELAP5. The 
analyses provides a history of temperature, pressure and heat transfer coefficient in the downcomer. This 
information is supplied to probabilistic fracture mechanics code (FAVOR).  This code predicts the 
probability of through the wall crack.  The thermal-hydraulic analyses are the bridge between PRA and 
fracture mechanics. 
 
Here are my comments that are related to TH. 
 

1. LOCAs have become more important than in 1982. Good technical basis is provided. 
2. Statement (Page 6-103) such as there is no uncertainty in TH calculation should be removed. 

There is significant uncertainty in many two-phase flow models.  
3. How is a representative sequence selected for the bin? Bin will include different sequences with 

different combination of downcomer fluid temperature and heat transfer coefficient. Last 
paragraph on page 6-106 is not clear. 

4. How is the TH uncertainty factored in TWCF? This is not clear from the description. 
 

Staff response:  Section 3.2.2 of this report describes how uncertainties propagate though our 
analysis.  Specifically, Section 3.2.2.4 describes what the uncertainties in TWCF represent.  And 
points out that in each of the three technical modules (PRA, TH, and PFM) the uncertainties 
have been either “accounted for” in that they influenced the structure of the computational 
model, or they have been “numerically quantified” as part of that model.  Thus, a description of 
what the uncertainties in the reported values of TWCF represent requires more than a strictly 
numerical answer.  The numerical value of the TWCF is estimated by performing a matrix 
multiplication of the distribution of frequencies of each bin defined in the PRA analysis with the 
distribution of conditional probabilities of through-wall cracking estimated by the PFM analysis.  
However, these uncertainties (of bin frequency and of the conditional probability of through-
wall cracking) and their quantifiable distributions arise as a direct consequence of the particular 
model we have used to calculate them.  Thus, the structure of the model itself accounts for a 
number of uncertainties that have not been numerically quantified.   

 
5. The flow phenomenon is three-dimensional in the downcomer. There may be mixed-convection 

due to circulation between core barrel and downcomer inner wall (radial direction), and flow in 
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azimuthal direction due to injections at discrete locations from the cold legs, and temperature 
distribution in the cold leg. 

 
Staff response:  See Comment #65.   
 

The RELAP5 code has been modified to include Catton-Petukhov heat transfer coefficient to 
account for mixed-convection with flow circulation in axial-radial plane. It did show increase in 
TWCF.  However, it is not clear if Catton-Petukhov correlation was used  with two-dimensional 
downcomer model. There is also flow in azimuthal direction that is expected to be represented by 
two-dimensional model. The concern is that RELAP5 only approximates that flow. It is not clear 
why there is increase in azimuthal flow when momentum flux is included. However, it is 
conservative to include this term (see transient O-110). In general 2-D is conservative compare to 
1-D, sometimes many orders of magnitude in TWCF.  Please provide recommendation for TH 
calculations for RELAP5 and other best estimate codes. 

 
Staff response:  See Comment #65.  We conclude that two-dimensional nodalization should be 
used in the downcomer.  Applications of the code should include comparisons with experimental 
data relevant to the problem at hand. 
 
6. Table 6.1 shows the important phenomena and boundary conditions. It will useful to show the 

tests that will cover these phenomena. 
 
Staff response:  The RELAP5 assessment carried out for PTS was based on the PIRT, as 
described in [Bessette].   
 
7. RELAP5 validation is done with separate and integral effects tests. How is downcomer modeled 

in these tests, nodalization and momentum flux option?  Also assessment results are indicated in 
terms of average over the transient. This will average out the large differences and even cancel 
out the difference in apposite direction. It will be better to provide the range of the difference 
(max and min). 

 
Staff response:  See NUREG/CR-6857.  Also, assessment results for temperature and pressure 
reported as the combination of mean bias and standard deviation are more information and 
appropriate than maximum and minimum values, particularly because of the averaging nature of 
the vessel wall for short time fluctuations in temperature.   
 
8. How is the uncertainty added? Report indicated that a linear addition will be sufficient and 

response surface approach may not be needed. However, is the linear additional method an 
addition of the magnitudes or algebraic values? 

 
Staff response:  The methodology for TH uncertainty treatment is detailed in Section 3.2.2 of 
this report, and in [Bessette].  The linear additivity referred to by this reviewer was discussed as 
part of the studies performed by the University of Maryland [Chang] that were used to guide bin 
subdivisions.  Linear additivity of uncertainties did not enter into the mathematical expressions 
used to determine TWCF.   
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Conclusion 
 

1. Methodology is an improvement over 1982 studies. It is logical and covers all the important 
aspects of the problem. The number of sequences is large and covers all type of transients.  
RELAP5 is a best estimate code and has become more robust and has been validated with large 
number of integral and separate effect tests. 

2. The flow field in the downcomer is three-dimensional. There is need to show how RELAP5 can 
be used and what is the uncertainty? There is need to compare predicted flow field with the data 
(where available) and with CFD. 

   
Staff response:  In [Bessette], we show, on the basis of integral systems tests that represent the 
conditions in a PWR, that the degree to which the flow field is three-dimensional in the 
embrittled region near the vessel core that the three-dimensional effects can be ignored without 
loss of accuracy.  In [Bessette], comparisons are made with CFD. 
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Final comments made by reviewer Johnson 
 
Introduction 
 
My review focused on the “PRA” aspects of the integrated analyses.  Specifically, the review considered 
the selection and treatment of plant scenarios, the interface between the “PRA” and thermal-hydraulic 
portions of the analyses, the treatment of uncertainty and the generalization of the results and conclusions 
to the fleet of U.S. PWRs. 
 
Identification of Plant Response Sequences 
 
I will refer to the results of the “PRA” portion of the analyses as sets of plant response sequences.  The 
analysts used the plant-specific PRAs performed by the utilities as bases for the identification of the plant 
response sequences.  In some cases, these plant-specific PRAs required some augmentation to assure that 
sequences of potential PTS interest were included.  This use of the plant-specific PRAs developed by the 
licensees – as well as interaction with the licensee technical staff – seems to me to be an example of 
utilizing the best available information.  I believe that the approach taken resulted in more robust and 
complete sets of plant response sequences as compared to the alternative approach of using the more 
limited – although improving – plant-specific SPAR models.  The cooperative use of the best available 
models should be encouraged. 
 
The categories of sequences of potential PTS interest include stuck-open primary safety valves (or 
PORVs), medium and large LOCAs and secondary system upsets.  The categories identified appear to be 
complete and logically identified. 
 
The modeling of the different categories of sequences is consistent for the three plants and, moreover, 
conservative.  The degree of conservatism, however, varies among the sequence categories.  In particular, 
I believe that the treatment of inadvertent opening (or stuck-open) primary safety valves is particularly 
conservative.  The primary source of conservatism is in how valve reclosure is modeled.  I believe that 
reclosure, if it were to occur, would be most likely early in the transient when pressure in the primary 
circuit is still relatively high.  I do not believe the assumed closure time bins of 50 and 100 minutes have 
an actuarial or engineering analysis basis.  As noted in the report, the length of time the valve is open is 
one of the controlling factors of the PTS aspects of this category of sequences.  Nonetheless, the model 
used in the analyses is certainly conservative.  It is noted that this category of sequences is an important 
contributor to the estimated TWCF (e.g., more than 60% of the total estimated TWCF for Oconee) and 
that the conditional likelihood of a through-wall crack is relatively high.  If the analysts agree with the 
relative degree of conservatism for the model of this category of sequence, then additional discussion of 
this point in the report may prove useful to potential future analysts performing plant-specific analyses. 
 
Binning and Endstate Characterization 
 
I was most interested in the linking of the “PRA” and “TH” portions of the analyses.  The large number of 
sequences arising from the “PRA” portion of the analyses necessitates the use of binning sequences with 
similar characteristics so that a manageable number of TH calculations can be defined that represent the 
range of sequence conditions. 
 
I was looking for a parallel between the binning performed in these analyses and that done linking the 
level 1 and level 2 portions of a PRA.  In the latter, similar level 1 sequences are logically grouped such 
that the variation (as measured by the various level 2 model elements) among the individual sequences 
assigned to a single bin is small.  While the binning done in the current analyses was done on an iterative 



 
 

B-138 
 

ad hoc basis, it appears that the resulting interface is reasonable.  It is noted that the interface allowed for 
insights to be gained with respect to the relative importance of the contributions of specific initial 
conditions defined in plant response to the estimated TWCF. 
 
I do have a remaining question regarding the degree of conservatism surrounding the selection of the end 
state of the analysis.  I recognize that previous work, including Regulatory Guide 1.154 equates TWCF 
with CDF.  What is not clear to me is what insights the analysts could offer regarding the physical 
damage condition of a vessel that has experienced a through-wall crack.  Do the fracture mechanics 
analysts expect the vessel to fail in such a way as to lose coolable geometry, or is this an assumption?  
Are there conditions that would make some failures (or through-wall cracks) more severe than others?  If 
so, can these conditions be related back to specific scenario categories?  This could be an place where the 
analysts could provide additional insights. 
 
Accepting that equating TWCF with CDF is perhaps conservative to some unknown degree, the 
discussion of the selection of acceptance criteria is appreciated.  The report recognizes that there is 
currently an incomplete understanding regarding the progression of an accident following a postulated 
PTS-induced vessel failure.  Nonetheless, the report presents a well-reasoned framework that bounds the 
potential influence several complex issues such as the impact on the source term of fuel damage in an 
“air” environment. 
 
Characterization of Uncertainty 
 
In general, the treatment of uncertainty in the analyses is well thought out with a significant amount of 
effort invested in the effort.  The focus of the uncertainty analysis seems to be on characterizing the 
frequency of the scenarios, with a lesser amount of effort invested in exploring and characterizing 
modeling uncertainty. 
 
For example, the uncertainty associated with the PRA portion of the analysis focuses entirely on 
characterizing the frequency of the scenario rather than any uncertainty inherent in or introduced by the 
model.  It should be noted that this approach is typical of the uncertainty treatment for level 1 PRAs for 
commercial nuclear power plants.   
 
The TH analysis does list five phenomena that are claimed to represent the only significant sources of 
modeling uncertainty.  While I am not a TH expert, it is not clear to me how these phenomena represent 
all the significant modeling uncertainty.  For example, I do not understand how the limitations of the code 
to represent the spatial distribution of wall temperatures are reflected in the uncertainty analysis.  After 
all, the code was designed to predict the temperature history of the fuel under certain conditions with 
minimal attention paid to the wall temperature.  The TH analyses do contain several sensitivity cases that 
explore the potential impact of selected features.  These analyses seem to all use the same basic model 
structure. 
 
As I understand it, the insights gained in performing the TH sensitivity cases were used primarily in an 
iterative process to refine the PRA bins.  New TH cases were defined to represent the newly partitioned 
PRA bins.  The result is the “method of accounting for TH uncertainty does not quantify the uncertainties 
associated with each TH sequence, but rather it characterizes the uncertainties with each PRA bin.”  The 
report claims that “any errors caused by not explicitly accounting for TH parameter and modeling 
uncertainties associated with the TH sequence used to represent each PRA bin are not expected to 
influence the outcome of the analysis (i.e., the estimated values of TWCF).”  I believe this approach blurs 
the distinction between sensitivity analyses and an uncertainty analysis.  I am not convinced that the TH 
analyses contribute negligibly to the TWCF.  I understand that the parameters investigated are shown to 
be small contributors, but I am not convinced that a full accounting is made for modeling uncertainty. 
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Generalization to Fleet of PWRs 
 
A comprehensive framework is presented that seeks to permit a generalization of the (conservative) 
analyses of three specific plants to the fleet of U.S. PWRs.  This framework is well reasoned and, as far as 
I can tell, complete.  It offers a useful tool to determine if one of the existing cases can bound the impact 
of PTS for any specific plant. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The analysis team has accomplished an impressive task.  This task was to apply – and in some cases 
extend – the current understanding of PRA, TH and PFM to revisit the basis for the PTS Rule.  The 
analysis team has succeed in this task and has produced a body of work that that is, in my opinion, both 
reasonable and demonstratively conservative. 
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